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Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have before the committee at this 
time the officials of the Bureau of Reclamation and Mr. Aandahl, 
Assistant Secretary for Water and Power. 

We have Mr. Dexheimer, the Commissioner of the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation. I believe, Mr. Dexheimer, this is the first time you have 
appeared before this committee? 

r. DexHEIMER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Dexheimer, it is customary for this committee 
to ask an official of the Interior Department when he comes before 
this committee for the first time and who has a responsible position 
such as you have, to give the committee a brief history of your life, 
of your business life, schooling, and profession. 


BIoGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF THE COMMISSIONER 


Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Chairman, I would be very happy to do 
that. TI was born in Denver, Colo., in 1901 and went to school in 
that area. I went to the University of Denver for a while stud ~ 
law. Then I went to the Colorado A. and M. College at Fort Collins 
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where I graduated in 1928 with a degree of bachelor of science in 
civil and irrigation engineering. 

After that time I was an assistant city engineer for the city of Fort 
Collins for a while and then with the Union Oil Co. of California in 
Colorado and Utah on oil investigations. 

In 1928 I joined the Bureau of Reclamation in Ellensburg, Wash. 
I worked on the Yakima project in Washington, the Hoover Dam 
project in Nevada and Arizona, the Bartlett Dam on the Verde River 
near Phoenix, Ariz.; the Shasta Dam in California; and went into the 
Army in 1942. 

I served until the end of 1945. My assignment was largely as 
assistant theater engineer in the China-Burma-India theater under 
General Stilwell, on his staff. 

After discharge from the Army I went back to China with a group 
of consulting engineers under Morrison-Knudsen International Co. 
making reports on rehabilitation of the Chinese railroads and ports 
and hydroelectric plants for the Chinese National Government under 
the auspices of the Export-Import Bank which Gen. George Marshall 
represented in China at the time. I stayed with the Morrison- 
Knudsen Co. in China after those reports were completed and nego- 
tiated several contracts for work with the Chinese Government. 

I returned to Denver in 1947 and rejoined the Reclamation Bureau 
in the Office of the Assistant Chief Engineer for Construction. I 
was in that capacity until my appointment as Commissioner in 
July of 1953. During that time I served also on assignments in 1950 
with the House Appropriations Committee investigative staff, on 
civil functions of the Corps of Engineers. 

I served as a consultant to the Australian National Government 
under the State Department in 1950 making reports on hydro- 
electric and irrigation developments for the Commonwealth of 
Australia. 

I have also served as consulting civil engineer for the city of 
Seattle on some of their hydroelectric developments. 

I am a member of the American Society of Civil Engineers; a 
member of the executive board of the United States Committee on 
World Power Conference; a member of the United States Committee 
= Large Dams; a subsidiary organization of the World Power Con- 

erence. 

I have just recently received an honorary membership in Chi 
Epsilon, the honorary civil-engineering fraternity. 

I have been quite busy in my present job since July 13, when I 
was appointed. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Dexheimer, it seems you have been a busy man 
most of your life. Certainly you are well qualified for the job that 
vou have taken. I presume by now that you are well aware of the 
fact that it is a mighty big job. 

Mr. DexHEIMER. You sir. 

Mr. Jensen. We hope and are sure that you will do the job in a 
most commendable manner. 

I am glad to know of the many years of experience that you have 
had as an engineer which is very necessary for the job that you hold, 
as well as the fact that there are so many engineers under your juris- 
diction. Naturally they feel more like taking orders from a man who 
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has had a lot of engineering experience than someone who has not had 
any, or very little. 

e welcome you here. We will in this hearing delve into all of the 
things which pertain to your job. That is our responsibility. This 
committeee is the all-American committee. We have only one purpose 
which I am sure you will soon learn, and that is to do the things that 
are best for this great country of ours and what is good for us is good 
for the peace-loving people of the world. 

We shall now ask our former colleague, Mr. Aandahl, to make 
whatever statement he cares to make at this time. 


Survey or Bureau ActTivITIEs 


Mr. Aanpauu. Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity of 
appearing before this committee. I might say that at the suggestion 
of this committee a year ago, we in the Department of the Interior 
got busy at the task of surveying the Bureau of Reclamation with the 
objective in mind of taking whatever steps were necessary in reor- 
ganization to fit the Bureau to the workload that it presently has. 

Under date of August 7, 1953, we appointed a survey committee to 
work in conjunction with Mr. Dexheimer and make a report and sug- 

estions with him for reorganization. Most of the suggestions made 

y that survey team have now been made effective and we feel that 
we do have our organization in such condition that it is ready to 
proceed with the many duties and responsibilities that it has in an 
efficient and in an effective manner. 

With that brief preliminary statement I would like to ask Mr. 
Dexheimer to report to the committee for the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Aandahl. You may proceed, Mr. 
Dexheimer, with your statement. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Mr. Chairman, if you will permit me I would like 
to introduce the people that I have here, my particular assistants. 

Mr. Jensen. I would be glad to have you do that. I would like 
to have you meet our committee members first. 

Mr. Kirwan has been a member of this committee for 12 years. 
Mr. Budge came on the committee 2 years ago. Being from one of 
bw reclamation States he had considerable to do with reclamation in 

is area. 

He, of course, is not only directly interested in things that are good 
for his State but the overall program. He has been of service to the 
committee. 

Dr. Fenton has been on the committee 10 years. Congressman 
William Norrell, of Arkansas, came on the committee when I did. 
In that length of time we think we have learned a few things about 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the things for which we sheelliagueel 


priate and we think we have a pretty good idea of the amount we 
should expend for the Bureau of Reclamation and the other bureaus 
in the Department of the Interior. 

We have to justify our expenditures before the eyes of the American 
people who must pay the bill. With that I would like to have you 
proceed with your statement, Mr. Dexheimer. 
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INTRODUCTION OF RECLAMATION OFFICIALS 


Mr. Dexuermer. I would like to introduce Mr. L. N. McClellan, 
formerly Chief Engineer, now Assistant Commissioner and Chief 
Engineer with headquarters in Denver. 

We have consolidated all of our Denver offices under his direction 
with the exception of the regional office there, rather than have the 
9 or 10 different offices that we have had previously. 

Mr. Harvey McPhail, who has been Assistant Commissioner for 
several years. 

Mr. Crosthwait, formerly Director of Supply, is now Assistant Com- 
missioner for Administration. 

Mr. Golzé, our Chief of Program Coordination and Finance Division. 

I would like to introduce our regional directors who will testify later. 

Harold Nelson, regional director at Boise, Idaho. 

sy Spencer, new regional director at Sacramento. 

Ed Neilsen, regional director at Boulder City, Nev. 

E. O. Larson, regional director at Salt Lake City, Utah. 

Howard Robbins, regional director at Amarillo, Tex. 

Frank Clinton, the new regional director at Billings, Mont., and 
R. J. Walter, regional director at Denver, Colo., region VII. 

Mr. Grant Bloodgood, now Associate Chief Engineer in Denver, 
and of course Mr. G. W. Lineweaver, Assistant to the Commissioner. 

Mr. JensEN. We have enjoyed having Mr. Lineweaver with us for 
many, many years. 

GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Dexuermen. As this is my first appearance before this commit- 
tee as Commissioner of Reclamation, I am anxious that the hearings 
be conducted to your satisfaction. I hope you will not hesitate to 
interrupt me or otherwise instruct us on any matters you consider 
important. Because I have been able to participate in the develop- 
ment of the reclamation program as a career employee over the past 
quarter century, I consider it a special privilege to be able to present 
to you Reclamation’s program and fund requirements for the fiscal 
year 1955. 

CHANGES IN STAFF ORGANIZATION 


First, I wish to advise you of some changes in the staff of the 
Bureau which may be of general interest to this committee. Mr. L. N. 
McClellan, who has been Chief Engineer of the Bureau, is now in 
charge of all officers in Denver with the rank of Assistant Commis- 
sioner and Chief Engineer. Mr. Harvey F. McPhail, Assistant Com- 
missioner since 1951, has been appointed Assistant Commissioner for 
Irrigation and Power. Mr. Stanley W. Crosthwait, formerly Director 
of Supply, is now Assistant Commissioner for Administration. These 
gentlemen are here today and are at your service. 

The regional directors of the Bureau’s seven regions will be available 
to testify on the work under their jurisdiction. In the regions we have 
made three important changes. Clyde Spencemis the new regional 
director at Sacramento, Calif. Frank Ciinton is now regional director 
of region 6, Billings, Mont., and R. J. Welter is regional director at 
Denver, Colo., in charge of region 7. 

In keeping with the reduced program and as a result of our reor- 
ganization, the number of employees has been cut from 13,348 on 
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January 1, 1953, to 10,626 on December 31. This reduction in staff 
is graphically shown on chart No. 1. You will note the savings in 
salaries aggregate $13 million. We shall continue to review our 
ee and procedures to make the Bureau as efficient as 

ossible. 
" Those charts are available in letter size for easier following if you 
wish. I would like to say that not only does this show an annual 
saving in salaries which we can put into figures but we expect that it 
will show a very marked saving in our costs of doing business, in our 
costs of preparing reports and carrying on our work. 

We also feel that this will be an organization that could carry con- 
siderable more work if required to do so without any great increase 
except in the matter of a iow field people in particular locations. 


NEED FOR RECLAMATION 


The need for reclamation in the Western States continues unabated. 
The Western States population maintains its steady advance which 
took a sharp upward trend with World War II. The Census Bureau 
forecasts population increases extending through 1960 indicating a 
12.4-percent increase for the United States over 1950, with a total 
population just under 170 million. 

For the same decade their computations show that the 17 Western 
States will increase 18.8 percent to a new high of over 40 million 
people. The largest percentage increase will be in the 3 Pacific Coast 
States at 29.6 percent for a total of 18,700,000. Chart No. 2 shows 
how the Western States population continues to increase at a faster 


rate than for the country as a whole. 

As this committee knows, the economy of the Western States is 
greatly dependent on the conservation and use of its available water 
resources. It is through the Federal reclamation — working 


with the States, irrigation districts and other local groups, that we 
are attempting to realize the water conservation objectives of the 
West to meet the needs of the increasing populace. 

Reclamation creates wealth. It does this by providing farms which 
support farm families and farm communities. It provides supple- 
mental water which greatly increase the yield on existing farms and 
increases income. The energy from its powerplants pumps the irriga- 
tion water and makes life easier on the farm. ‘The surplus energy 
goes to work in nearby communities or for industry. New wealth is 
created and purchasing power becomes available. 

Goods are bought and sold. Railroads and highway shippers 
prosper. These benefits are shared over the whole United States as 
people buy machinery, household goods, cars, etc. A whole new life 
comes into existence with each new project or major dam; a new 
wealth and economy comes to areas of our country. 

These activities measurably increase the tax wealth of the State 
and local areas. They increase Federal income taxes to the point 
where the cost of the projects is returned to the Government in only 
a few years by increases from the local area alone. 

This income to the Federal Government continues to flow in—in 
many reclamation project areas the Federal income taxes each year 
more than pay the entire cost of the project. 
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RETURN OF FEDERAL EXPENDITURES TO THE GOVERNMENT 


The Government also gets much of its reclamation expenditure back 
directly. The farmers pay construction and O. & M. charges. Rev- 
enues from the sale of power are substantial, now rere sat about 
$50 million per vear. 

Chart No. 3 shows how our revenues have built up in recent years. 

The total return to the Government by the beneficiaries of reclama- 
tion since 1902 exceeds $517 million. 

Reclamation is good sound business. It not only returns many 
times its cost in dollars and will continue to do so; it also provides 
homes, food for better living, and opportunities for veterans to support 
themselves and their families. There are no Communists among 
prosperous farmers; a man owning a piece of this land and producing 
crops is not going to be a Communist. 

he Bureau’s primary responsibility in the program of western 
water conservation is in the field of irrigation, to bring water to lands 
which could not otherwise be farmed, or to provide supplemental 
water so that they will produce food and fiber. As an incidental 
operation we furnish municipal water to a number of western cities 
and communities. 

Hydroelectric power is a byproduct of the large multiple-purpose 
developments, useful not only for the energy made available for homes 
and industry but for its financial assistance to present-day high-cost 
irrigation projects. 

PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE 


Continuation of this program at a magnitude sufficient to meet the 
needs of the growing Western States is dependent on legislation author- 
izing additional work to go forward as well as appropriations to pay for 
the actual construction. It takes years to plan and build a modern 
multiple-purpose irrigation project. We should be starting today 
those works which are to serve 5 or even 10 years hence. 

The budget has recognized and made provision for this situation. 
It provides a supplemental construction estimate of $500,000 for the 
Santa Maria project in California and the Washita project in Okla- 
homa, for later submission, when authorized. 

It provides funds for continuing our basic investigations of other 
possibilities, looking to legislation. Plans for a number of projects 
are being forwarded to the Congress. Others are under review b 
the Bureau of the Budget. We hope to increase the number of proj- 
ects and expedite sending plans to the States for their review and 
to the Congress for approval. 

I cannot stress too strongly the need for starting our planning 
years ahead so that all the difficulties can be worked out, the best 
plan agreed upon so that we will be ready to go into construction 
when the proper time comes. 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


The ‘General investigations” appropriation in the annual appro- 
priations provides funds for basin surveys and feasibility investiga- 
tions of potential reclamation projects for development of irrigation, 
power, flood control, and other multiple purposes in the 17 Western 
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States and Alaska and for advance planning for authorized projects 
to develop definite plans prior to the initiation of actual construction. 

It also provides small amounts of funds for investigations for 
rehabilitation, financial adjustments, and water-conservation studies 
on existing Federal reclamation projects and for general engineering 
and research studies to find solutions to difficult problems that arise 
in the planning, designing, construction, and operation of reclamation 

he fiscal year 1955 estimate for “General investigations” is $6 
million, compared with a fiscal year 1954 appropriation of $3 million. 
However, the fiscal year 1954 funds for investigations include an 
additional $2,5: 50,961 available from the construction and rehabilita- 
tion appropriation mainly for investigations of the Missouri River 
Basin project, with small amounts for Kern River and Kings River 
projects in California. 

These amounts, added to the $3 million appropriated for general 
investigations and a smell unobligated balance from the prior year, 
gives a comparable total fiscal year 1954 investigation program of 
$5,751,698, 4 percent less than the 1955 estimate. 

‘Advance planning and Alaskan investigations—as well as the 
Colorao River development fund—are activities that previously were 
included under separate appropriations, but in recent years have 
been merged with ‘‘General investigations.”’ 

No increases have been made im the annual appropriations for 
general investigations to provide for these increased workloads. 

In fiscal year 1955 the “General investigations’ item includes 
another new item, the “Investigations for the Missouri River Basin,” 
which previously were in the “Construction and rehabilitation” 
appropriation. 

This change makes it necessary to increase the fiscal year 1955 
request for general investigations to provide funds for this new work. 

he Bureau’s construction program is drying up despite the urgent 
need for more water and power. It is most important that the general 
investigations program be maintained at a satisfactory level if Recla- 
mation is to develop all the information necessary to permit the 
Congress to exercise intelligent judgment in passing on new projects 
proposed for authorization or construction. 

The funds available for investigations have decreased in recent years. 
Chart No. 4 shows how they reached their peak in fiscal year 1948 
and 1949. It takes time to do all the work necessary to complete a 
large investigation. The work accomplished with prior-year funds is 
just now beginning to bear fruit in the form of finished reports. Some 
investigations have been stopped in order to concentrate funds and 
complete other reports. The 1955 estimate is the minimum we need 
to continue these reports and to provide for submission of the data 
to the Congress and States for approval. 

To make the best use of 1955 funds, the program of investigations 
has been critically reviewed and a 19-percent reduction was made in 
the number of active investigations. General investigations and the 
investigations of the Kern River, Kings River, and Missouri River 
Basin projects, are now to be merged under the ‘General investiga- 
tions” appropriation in fiscal year 1955. The total number of inves- 
tigations, counting all activities in the program, has been reduced 
from 187 in fiscal year 1953 to 152 in fiscal year 1954 and will be fur- 
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ther reduced to 141 in fiscal year 1955, although the estimated dollar 
program in fiscal year 1955 will be 4 percent larger than in fiscal year 
1954. This has been done to concentrate the limited amount of 
investigations funds on fewer projects in order to expedite completion 
of the ones left in the program. More important, it will be possible 
to concentrate on investigations of those projects that appear to be 
the most desirable—those for which there is the greatest need to 
meet critical local deficiencies in water and power. 


CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 
USE OF 1954 CONSTRUCTION FUNDS 


We have applied the construction funds appropriated for fiscal year 
1954 and the carryover from last year to the work under way to secure 
maximum production within the program approved by the Congress 
in the conference report at the last session. We are utilizing the avail- 
able funds to a greater degree than in any year since the end of the 
war. I had chart No. 5 prepared to show you this comparison and to 
illustrate how tight our construction fund situation is. 

We appreciate the authority given the Department to approve 
changes within the program to meet varying conditions as they arise. 
For a construction program as large and varied as that of reclamation 
scattered over one-third of the country, with literally hundreds of 
contractors at work, it is most important that, in meeting the fund 
requirements of the various jobs, we have the privilege of exercising 
our judgment within the rules established by the committees of 
Congress. We are submitting as an exhibit for the record a tabulation 
showing the disposition made of available construction funds for the 
current year. We urgently request that the same latitude for fund 
adjustments be given us in the fiscal year 1955 program approval. 

(The material referred to follows:) 
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Construction and rehabilitation \—Source and application of funds, fiscal year 1954 
program 


Estimated un- 
Funds available obligated balance 
June 30, 1954 


Program 
allowed by Applica- 
Congress tion un- 
obligated 
balance 
June 30, 
1953 


(4) 


$7,381,453 | $368, 547 
4, 067, 194 430, 246 
300, 000 


Boulder Canyon 72, 159 
Davis Dam... 767, 2, 212, 869 
All-American 
Cachuma. 5, 480, 974 
Central Valley. 8 6, 323, 162 
Kern River 20 O01 
Kings River 


San Luis Valle 
Minidoka-North side 


3, 473, 048 


199, 248 
1, 965, 826 
i 525, 000 456, 334 6ll, 618 481, 618 
Rehabilitation and better- 
men 2, 114, 723 918, 459 1, 655, 817)... ._-- 1, 639, 514 
Drainage and minor com- 
ay 1, 000, 000 557, 999 f 1, 315, 875 4 1, 304, 875 


4, 183, 571 4m, 571 = 4, 183, 571 
300, 


Buford-Trenton__-- 
Canyon Ferry__...- 
Cedar Blu 


Frenchman-Cam- 
bridge 
Heart Butte 


1, 746, 000 
, 3, 693, 000 
Shadehill 63, 000) - 
8t. Francis. 55, 000 
Transmission divi- 
i 13, 507, 715). ..- 13, 592, 715 
‘ 3, 545, 000 3, 265, 000 
Drainage and mi- 


Ph completion _- 642, 796 630, 796 
ase 
} 2, 526, 637 2, 526, 637 
Other 
517,461; 3,017, 461 3, 017, 461 
16, 514, 117) 51, 592, 510) 1, 297, 000 1, 492, 000) 50, 100, 510 
600, 000 600, 000 


7175, 728, 291/116, 269, 41, 005, 312)157, 274, 972/3, 853, 000 4 220, 211) 152, 454, 761 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 742. 


|| 
program 
fiseal 
Budg- 
reserve 
q) (2) (3) | (5) (6) (7) (8) 
..................| 7, 700,000 $7, 750, 000 000 | $7, 650, 000 
Gila......-. 4, 500, 000 4, 497,440 4,497,440 
300, 000 |$141, 000 | 141,000 159, 000 
77, S41 450, 000 2 450, 000 
| 871,929 | 3,084,798 | 200,000 | 200,000 2, 884, 798 
| 1,141, 557 | 1,141,557 | 891, 557 | 893, 856 247, 701 
| 131 5,481,105 5,481,105 
1) 2, 469, 782 |18, 792, 944 18, 792, 944 
16, 999 20, 000 
4, 324 4,324 4,324 
....-| 2,140,000 | 2,140, 000 40, 000 40, 000 2, 100, 000 
| ) 0 eee 335, 000 291,170 43, 830 335. 000 | 200,000 | 251,700 83, 300 
Colorado-Big Thompson...} 5,362,000 | 3, 118, 671 938, 329 | 4,057,000 |....._._.].........] 4,057,000 
75, 200 7, 052 68, 148 75, 200 
\ pumping................-| 1,068,000 956, 056 3, 350 959,406 | 25,900 | 25,000 934, 406 
j Palisades._...............-.-| 17, 600, 000 |17, 135, 432 |_........._|17, 135, 432 50, 000 50, 000 | 17, 085, 432 
222, 222, 000 |.........- 222,000 | 126,000 | 126, 000 96, 000 
Dalton 268, 000 268, 000) 159,000} 159, 000 109, 000 
Hangry Horse............. 673, 000).........- 364, 569 364, 569 
ee 352, 000 443, 930 33, 070 477, 000} 70, 000 70,000} % 407,000 
1, 447,000} 1,240, 115 6,704) 1,246,819) 80,000} 80,000) 1,166,819 
583, 000 464, 245 59, 476 | 523, 721 
Middle Rio 1, 580, 1,580,889) 1,580,889)... 
167, 822 167,822) 96,352) 96,352 71, 470 
216, 749 216, 749) 216, 749 
5,776,000) 5, 141, 234 47,462) 5, 188, 696) 5, 188, 696 
Columbia Basin._..........] 20,618, 161) 18, 491,636 30, 070) 18, 521,706; 218,000) 218,000) 18, 303, 706 
Yakima-Kennewick........| 3,867,000] 755| 3, 473,803} 95,000} 95,000} 3, 378, 803 
: Yakima-Roza-_..........-. 115, 656 25, 656 25, 656 25, 656 
| Phase A 
| | 
992, 000 515,248] 350, 752 866, 000 
30, 000) 15, 329 49, 671 oe 35, 000 30, 000 
Crow Creek 673, 000 558, 387) 114, 613 673, 000 
330, 000}. ....-..--- 262, 000) 262,000 150,000! 222, 000 40, 000 
Jamestown......... 1, 657, 000 843, 195) 843, 38, 000: 805, 300 
6, 500, 000) 5, 674,000} 5,674, 5, 674, 000 
Lower Marias..-- 7,000,000) 5, 882, 355 690, 549| 6, 572, 904) | 6, 572, 904 
| 
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Construction and rehabilitation \—Source and application of funds, fiscal year 1954 
program—Continued 


RECONCILIATION, COL. 8 TO BUDGET OBLIGATIONS 


Total program, C. & R. funds 
Working funds 


Emergency fund 
Transfer from Boulder Canyon 


Total, schedule of public works, p. BR-93 
Total, direct obligations in budget (see p. BR-93) 
Total, direct obligations revised (see p, BR-118a) 


! Excludes working funds, contributions, and transfers from other appropriations. 

2 Includes $100,000 approved under O. & M. appropriation heading. O. & M. allotment reduced $100,000. 

3 Includes $125,000 additional allotment for relocation of Sidney and Havre transmission lines in accord- 
ance with p. 18 of House report. 

4 Includes program increases Tucumeari $80,000; Shoshone $170,000; Milk River $161,381. 

§ Includes $25,000 R. O. W. damage claim in addition to approved program. 
‘ ‘ eye $357,302 unprogrammed allotment to Keyhole unit for payment of court award in R. 0. W. 

amage claim. 

? From table page 13 of 8. Rept. No. 445 as modified by by p. 8 of conference report No. 947. 

5 Reconciliation unobligated balance June 30, 1953: 


Book balance June 30, 1953 Gabisncodicks.caneeuteeses $42, 119, 968 
Less working funds to other agencies ; —71, 963 


Net balance, SF 133 42, 048, 005 
Less Denver and CPA transfers 1,711,044 


available on projects 40, 336, 961 
us: 

Reimbursements after June 30, 1953... 

Cancellation (Boysen unit) 

Participating agencies MRB 


Total programmed balance (col. 4) 41, 005, 312 

us: 

Working funds from other agencies 5, 209 

Participating agencies MRB ‘ 517, 461 


Total, United States Budget, p. 744... .......-......52...2.---.....-.-.- 42, 570, 675 
PROGRAM FOR 1955 


Construction work in fiscal year 1955 will be substantially less than 
the current year, even if this appropriation estimate is approved 
without cuts. The estimate for fiscal year 1955 is $121,838,000. 
With the small carryover we anticipate at the end of the year the 
construction and rehabilitation program will total only $125,247,355. 
For the fiscal year 1954 the comparable appropriation, omitting the 
MRB items not included in the 1955 estimate, is $111,243,660 and 
the program is $146,910,663. 

Last year we had a fair amount of carryover funds which made 
possible the larger program for fiscal year 1954. Our estimate of 
carryover funds into fiscal year 1955 is small. Carryover funds repre- 
sent work not to be performed this year for some good reason but 
which we expect to perform in fiscal year 1955. It is possible that 
demands within the approved program may reduce our small estimate 
before the end of the fiscal year. This small carryover is not available 
to finance the additional work in fiscal year 1955 for which new funds 
are requested. 

The lower purchasing power of today’s dollar, as compared to the 
dollar appropriated in the 1930’s, has a tendency to magnify the 
reclamation-construction program. The Engineermg News-Record 
Construction Cost Index is currently about 2.5 using 1940 as a base. 
Applying this factor to the 1955 construction and rehabilitation esti- 
mate, produces a 1940 equivalent of $48 million. The actual con- 
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struction appropriation in 1940 to the Bureau was $74,521,783. Ex- 
penditures of the Bureau in terms of a constant dollar are shown on 
chart No. 6. 

In fiscal year 1955 we expect to finish work on 4 projects and 2 
units in the Missouri River Basin. The four projects are the small 
Avondale and Dalton Gardens projects in the Panhandle of northern 
Idaho, the Eklutna project in Alaska, and the Vermejo project in New 
Mexico. They will begin providing service and income. The two 
Missouri Basin units are Buford-Trenton and Crow Creek units. 

The President’s budget identifies four other projects as representing 
the start of new work. These are the enlargement of the Alamo- 
gordo Dam and Spillway of the Carlsbad project in New Mexico, 
the beginning of rehabilitation and betterment of irrigation facilities 
of the Middle Rio Grande project in New Mexico; the starting of 
construction of unit A on the North Side Pumping Division of the 
Minidoka project in Idaho; and the beginning of rehabilitation and 
betterment work on the Yuma auxiliary project in Arizona. These 
projects have either been previously completed or are underway. 
Approval to initiate this work will materially advance the reclamation 
program, 

Mr. Jensen. I understood that a few years ago the Carlsbad project 
was turned back to the water users. 

Mr. Goutzé. The Bureau still operates the Alamagordo Dam and 
Reservoir. The irrigation project, which is about 150 miles down- 
stream, is operated by the water users. 

Mr. Dexuermer. The Central Valley project in California with its 
widespread irrigation program and the Folsom power facilities are ex- 
pected to make satisfactory progress. The Columbia Basin irrigation 
program in Washington State will be on schedule through fiscal year 
1955, but will slow down after that year. 

Under the budget allowance we have this year, we will not be able 
to award any new contracts for construction of the distribution sys- 
tems during fiscal year 1955. It is only enough to service the existing 
contracts that we have. So that as we go into 1956 there will be no 
contracts under way. 

Mr. Jensen. That may be justified or can it? I am asking you 
point blank, because I understand that the Bureau of Reclamation 
has need for more funds for the Columbia River Basin project, con- 
siderably more funds than were allowed by the budget. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We feel that we have a sizable investment up 
there now in the main canals and we are now putting in the laterals 
and distribution systems to get that water to the land. We would 
have, under this fiscal 1955 allowance, just enough money to carry 
on existing contracts, but not sufficient to permit utilization of the 
water available in the main canals. 


POWER DEVELOPMENT 


The construction estimate for fiscal year 1955 does not provide for 
any new projects or units of projects that contain any contemplated 
power development. Also there are no funds provided for the 
construction of any new transmission lines with the exception of two 
lines in the Missouri River Basin. One of these, the Alcova-Gering, 
is to provide for the integration of the Aleova powerplant, now under 
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construction, with the existing transmission grid. The second, the 
Edgeley-Croton, will interconnect the 115-kilovolt loops of North 
and South Dakota and provide power to the load center at Ellendale, 
N. Dak. In the main, then, except for the two transmission lines 
mentioned, the funds in the budget are power facilities placed under 
way in prior years. 

n the current year, the Bureau’s program will add 297,250 kilowatts 
of capacity to the Bureau’ssystem. (Canyon Ferry, 50,000 kilowatts; 
Flatiron, 71,500 kilowatts; Polchill, 33,250 kilowatts, and the last 2 
units of Hungry Horse, 142,500 kilowatts.) In fiscal year 1955, under 
the estimates before you, an additional 241,500 kilowatts will be 
brought into service. (Eklutna in Alaska, 30,000 kilowatts; Alcova, 
36,000 kilowatts; Nimbus, 13,500 kilowatts; Folsom, 162,500 kilo- 
watts.) This will bring into production all the powerplants the 
Bureau now has under construction except for Palisades, scheduled for 
initial service in fiscal year 1958, Chandler to go into service in fiscal 
year 1956, and the last unit at Hoover powerplant (unit N-8), to be 

laced in service in fiscal year 1957. The construction funds allotted 
in the fiscal year 1955 budget will provide for the continuation of work 
at a reduced rate on these facilities. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


The fiscal year 1954 appropriation provided a limited amount for 
operation and maintenance of the completed facilities. It is the 
same amount as approved for fiscal year 1953, which did not fully 
recognize the additional burden imposed on the Bureau to operate 
and maintain new facilities brought into service. As a result it was 
necessary to make adjustments throughout the projects and to defer 
important maintenance and other work. The estimates for fiscal 
year 1955 allow for the increase in cost of operating new facilities, but 
replacements and improvements are still being deferred. 


IRRIGATION OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


The program for operation and maintenance of irrigation facilities 
in fiscal year 1955 totals $7,128,553. This includes inspection and 
supervision of facilities operated by water-user organizations on 62 
projects or divisions of projects and the actual operation and main- 
tenance of all or part of 33 irrigation projects. 

The fiscal year 1955 program is $1,487,683 more than was available 
for this activity in fiscal year 1954. Essentially all of this increase is 
required for water service to approximately 200,000 additional acres 
under operation and maintenance status for the first time, and for 
maintenance of facilities to provide this new service. The principal 
additional acreage to be served is as follows: 


Acres 
Columbia Basin project, Washington__......--..-.-----------.------ 61, 000 
River Basis project. 14, 391 
Minidoka project, (North Side Pumping Division) Idaho__.___-..----- 9, O71 


Other relatively small but highly essential increases are required on 
the Klamath, Deschutes, and Yakima projects. For the Klamath 
project this increase is due primarily to resumption of normal main- 
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tenance on sump dikes to compensate for erosion and settlement. 
Only emergency maintenance has been done in previous years. Minor 
amounts are included for urgently needed major repairs at pumping 
pane and to remedy serious seepage conditions at several points on 
canals. 

For the Deschutes and Yakima projects the relatively small in- 
crease is required primarily for replacement of wornout equipment, 
scheduled in previous years, but deferred due to a shortage of funds. 
This is essential for proper maintenance of facilities. 

Other operation and maintenance activities (Colorado riverfront 
work and levee system, soil and moisture conservation operations, 
Boulder City, Nev., and Imperial Dam) are programed at minimum 
amounts in keeping with the overall policy and objective of a bal- 
anced budget. Operation and maintenance of the Colorado river- 
front work has been programed at $750,000, a reduction from fiscal 

ear 1954 of $263,500; and soil and moisture conservation operations 
be been reduced $321,500, to provide a program requiring $500,000. 


POWER OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


The allotment request of $15,513,584, for power operation and 
maintenance is a little over $3 million greater than the fiscal year 1954 
allotment. Over one-half or approximately $1,800,000 is for increases 
in purchased power and wheeling requirements. On the Central 
Valley project the cost for wheeling to the Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District, starting in fiscal year 1955, will be nearly $1 million. 

The allotment for operating ad maintaining the electrical facilities 
of the Bureau will only provide for minimum essential work in con- 
nection with the generation of electrical power and its transmittal to 
load centers. It does not provide for any replacement and improve- 
ment, with the exception of four items, amounting to approximately 
$440,000. We are greatly concerned that continued deferment of the 
replacement and improvement work may lead to a large requirement 
for funds to repair a major breakdown, or to bring the system back 
tonormal. This might be avoided under a normal program of replace- 
ment and improvement. I particularly want to call the committee’s 
attention to the risk involved and to the extent to which our budget 
has already been cut. We must accept this as a calculated risk. 

Our chart No. 7 shows the revenues from power and expenses of our 
operation and maintenance along with the unit cost per kilowatt for 

eneration and the unit cost per mile of transmission line operation. 

here again you have a picture of the steadily mounting revenues. 
Many of these came in within the last few years, so that the revenue 
picture should become much better. 


REPAYMENT SITUATION 


I am pleased to report that the Bureau of Reclamation is con- 
tinuing to make substantial progress in repayment arrangements for 
reclamation projects. As a consequence, the face value of repayment 
contracts in existence on June 30, 1953, amounted to $691 million, 
or nearly $63 million more than a year earlier. Water users had 
repaid $109 million and delinquencies were only a fraction of 1 percent 
of the repayment installments that had become due. 
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New construction starts in fiscal year 1953 accounted in large 
measure for the accelerated program of negotiating water service and 
repayment contracts with water users organizations throughout the 

est. One of these—the Weber Basin Waier Conservancy District, 
Weber Basin project, Utah—with a repayment obligation of $57.7 
million, became the largest repayment contract in reclamation history. 
Contracts involving new construction starts include one with Rapid 
City, Missouri River Basin project, South Dakota; Kennewick Irri- 
ration District, Yakima project, Washington; Grant’s Pass Irrigation 

istrict, Grant’s Pass project, Washington; El Dorado Irrigation 
District, Central Valley project (Sly Park Unit), California; and the 
Vermejo Water Conservancy District, Vermejo project, New Mexico. 

A number of amendatory repayment contracts were also executed 
pursuant to special law enacted by the Congress in accordance with 
the procedures of section 7 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. 
These included the Frenchtown project, Montana; Milk River project, 
Montana; North Platte project, Wyoming and Nebraska; Midvale 
Irrigation District, Riverton project, Wyoming; and Owyhee project, 
Oregon and Idaho. Other amendatory contracts are expected to be 
submitted to this session of the 83d Congress. 


LAND-SETTLEMENT PROGRAM 


During the last half of fiscal year 1954 the Bureau of Reclamation 
will open for settlement 21,277 irrigable acres of land comprising 254 
farm units on the Columbia Basin project, 9,100 irrigable acres com- 
prising 85 farm units on the north side pumping division of the 


finidoka project; 1,400 irrigable acres divided into 21 farm units on 
the Coachella division of the All-American Canal system; and 7,500 
irrigable acres comprising 54 farm units located on the Wellton-Mo- 
hawk division of the Gila project. 

The amount of land scheduled for opening to settlement by veterans 
in fiscal year 1955 is slightly less than that scheduled for 1954. The 
fiscal year 1955 schedule is 11,500 irrigable acres, comprising 141 
farm units on the Columbia Basin project; 10,100 irrigable acres 
divided into 90 farm units on the north side pumping division of 
the Minidoka project; 2,500 irrigable acres constituting 30 farm units 
on the Kennewick division of the Yakima project; and 1,700 irrigable 
acres comprising 19 farm units on the Wellton-Mohawk division of 
the Gila project. Demand for these farm units on the part of veterans 
is large. We have received in recent land openings approximately 
100 applications for each farm unit available. 


CROP RETURNS 


Project water users during the preceding crop year made record 
harvests. The 1952 crop was valued at $935.7 million. This is 
almost twice the amount expended to date for completed single-pur- 
pose irrigation facilities. The cumulative value of the 47 annual 
crops on reclamation projects is $8.9 billion since the Federal program 
bezan. 

That is more than four times the expenditures for all plant, property, 
and equipment for irrigation, power, flood control, and other multiple 
purposes, during the same period. It is more than eight times irriga- 
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tion’s share of reclamation expenditures for completed facilities and 
those still in the construction stage. 

I would call your attention to the fact that a large part of that 
acreage has been brought in just recently, so that the value of crops 
produced can be expected to go up considerably. 

Project crops are important elements in the Nation’s balanced diet. 
Two-fifths of the Nation’s winter and spring lettuce comes from ree- 
lamation projects in the Southwest, also eight-tenths of the spring 
carrots and cantaloups. Substantial portions of the Nation’s supply 
of fresh fruits and vegetables and other healih protective foods are 
derived from reclamation projects. Livestock feed and forage pro- 
duction equalled 12.4 million tons and is a major factor in full use o 
western ranges for meat and animal products. 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 


The “General administrative expense” appropriation provides funds 
for the operation of the Commissioner’s offices in Washington, D. C., 
and Denver, Colo., and the seven regional offices. The budget for 
fiscal year 1955 is $4,300,000, compared to $4,500,000 appropriated 
for the current year. We have reflected in this estimate the reorgani- 
zation of the Bureau, which is now about completed. 

The Washington office staff in fiscal year 1955 will be 19 percent 
under the total at the beginning of this fiscal year, exclusive of those 
positions financed from ‘Foreign activities’ funds. We have placed 
all the technical work of the Bureau in the Commissioner’s office in 
Denver, under the direction of the Assistant Commissioner and Chief 
Engineer. 

This includes technical direction and coordination of project 
investigation and definite planning reports. The technical phases of 
operating irrigation and power systems, contract administration, and 
various matters of a technical nature relating to field operations are 
now being performed directly from Denver. The office in Washing- 
ton retains administrative direction of the Bureau. We expect to do a 
much more effective job at less cost, and with less interference to 
field programs. 


FOREIGN ACTIVITIES 


At the request of the Foreign Operations Administration, United 
Nations, World Bank, and various foreign governments, the Bureau 
of Reclamation has continued to furnish technical assistance in water 
resources development and related fields. This assistance has been 
furnished in a variety of forms, mostly in the following categories: 

(a) Dispatch of technical specialists overseas in advisory capacities. 

(6) Training foreign nationals at Bureau establishments in this 
country. 

(c) Providing engineering services at Bureau facilities in this coun- 
try, such as laboratory tests, model tests, design analyses, and review 
of plans for irrigation and hydroelectric projects in foreign countries. 

We now have 89 technicians on assignment or detail in 20 coun- 
tries, 77 trainees and observers from 19 foreign countries, and 7 
projects involving engineering work being performed in our Design 
and Construction Divisions in Denver. 
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All of these activities are performed only with funds outside rec- 
lamation appropriations and, with minor exceptions, only when the 
requests are received from or through the Foreign Operations Ad- 
ministration or the Department of State to insure that the activity 
or service is in the interest of, or consistent with, national policy. 
The domestic staff required to administer this program is also 
financed by those nonreclamation funds. 


SUMMARY ESTIMATES 


Mr. Jensen. Thank you. We will insert into the record page 2 
of the justifications showing sources of funds to cover 1955 estimates, 
also page 11 showing the status of reclamation funds. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Summary of 1955 estimates of appropriation and sources of funds 


Colorado 
Estimate of General 


Reclama- River de- 
Annual appropriation title A fund tion fund , velopment 
fund 


General investigations $6, 000, 000 ; $5, 372, 546 
Constructions and rehabilitation , 838, 54, 000, 000 
Operation and maintenance , 154, 19, 911, 222 
General administrative expenses... 4, 300, 000 4, 300, 


83, 583, 768 


1 Include $1,009,500 for payment to Shoshone and Arapahoe Indian Tribes in accordance with act of 
Aug. 15, 1953 (Public Law 284, 83d Cong.). 


Status of the reclamation fund, fiscal years 1953-55 


Estimate Estimate. 
Actual, 1953 1954 1955 


oe + gamma balance brought forward $74, 735, 243 | $78, 233, 269 

eceipts: ° 
Collections, Bureau of Reclamation , 13, 300, 000 
Collections, other agencies 27, 957, 731 
Power 32, 166, 7 38, 200, 000 

Returned to unappropriated receipts: Unobligated balances. 2, 599, 286 


Total available for appropriation 151, 415, 684 


Deduct appropriation or estimate for: 
General in vestigations 
Construction and rehabilitation __ 
Operation and maintenance 
General administrative expenses 
Emergency fund, irrigation and power s 
Payments to Farmers’ Irrigation Distr 

project, Nebraska-W yoming 

Refunds and returns 


Total appropriation or estimate 73, 182, 415 75, 045, 244 
Balance carried forward 78, 233, 269 83, 648, 756 


Prosect REAUTHORIZATIONS 


Mr. Jensen. Will you review the last year’s report recommenda- 
tions in line with this paragraph in our report: 
It is assumed the Secretary will undertake an early study with a view to ob- 


taining reauthorization for existing projects which have been undertaken on the 
basis of a finding of feasibility by the Secretary and will seek legislation—authori- 


$527, 454 
| $1, 942, 778 |..--.--...-. 
00, 238, 000 | 1, 942, 778 527, 454 
$83, 648, 756 
13, 900, 000 
28, 929, 572 
45, 600, 000 
1, 493, 300 
| 158, 694, 000 173, 571, 628 
2, 400, 000 5, 372, 546 
49, 155, 000 52, 509, 206 54, 000, 000 
VEST 14, 940, 450 15, 075, 290 19, 911, 222 
4, 500, 000 4, 300, 000 

ict, North Platte 
11, 965 10, 748 8,000 
225, 000 150, 000 150, 000 
89, 829, 860 
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zation for any individual project which may be recommended for appropriation 
in the future. The committee is convinced that the present system of initiating 
projects purely on a finding of feasibility by the Secretary gives him more authority 
than a bad man should have and a good man should want. 

Will you review for the committee what the Department has done 
in complying with those recommendations? 

Mr. AanpAHL. The Department has established the position that 
it will not attempt to authorize projects on the basis of a finding of 
feasibility on the part of the Secretary. We are now making a study 
of the projects that have been previously authorized. That study is 
apparently going to shape up in the form of a joint review by the 
departments of the Federal Government that are engaged in the 
major construction activities in the Missouri Basin. Principally they 
are the Department of the Interior, the Corps of Engineers, and the 
Department of Agriculture. 


INTEREST COMPONENTS 


Mr. Jensen. I would like to have you comment on the next recom- 
mendation by the committee as to repayment of contracts, and in- 
terest components. 

Mr. AanpDAHL. The Department has taken the position that we 
will not use the interest component as an item of payment in liquidat- 
ing the costs of any new projects that we start. We are in the process 
of studying what should be done where the interest component has 
been committed with respect to projects that have been placed under 
construction in the past. 

Mr. JensEN. By a finding of feasibility? 

Mr. Aanpaut. Or by any other method, as far as that goes. We 
are making a study of the use of the interest component as it has 
been associated with projects in the past for the purpose of repayment. 
As I said, the Department is of the opinion that the interest component 
is something that should go to the Treasury and should not be used 
as part of the payment required to liquidate the Federal investment. 

Mr. JeNsEN. The committee last year asked the Secretary of the 
Interior to review this practice and to get a legal opinion on the 
matter and to have that opinion submitted to the committee. 

Mr. Aanpauu. The Solicitor has been working on it. He has not 
completed an opinion that I have seen up to the present time. 


REPAYMENT CONTRACTS 


Mr. Jensen. With further reference to some contracts, as referred 
to under the paragraph “Repayment contracts’’: 

It is hoped that the Secretary will find means of shortening the 10-year develop- 
ment period allowed on most projects before the repayment of construction costs 
begin. This will return more money to the reclamation funds over a period of 
time and in effect cut down the cost of the project to its beneficiaries and reduce 
the number of years that the debt will be a burden to them. 

In addition, permission to pay out in a shorter period than the contract 
provides should be granted where desired by the water users. 

The reason we put that request in the report was because we have 
learned over the years that for some irrigation projects, the construc- 
tion was completed in a much shorter period than the ten years. 
Hence the revenue from those projects was available to the water 
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users who were not required to make any payments until after the 
ten year construction period. 

We learned that there were many water users who were anxious 
to make payments just about as soon as they got the water, in the 
second or third year after they got the water in some instances. 
There was another reason. We felt that the more money that would 
come into the reclamation fund would tend to give the committee a 
more liberal view in appropriating funds for additional projects that 
are needed and feasible. 

I know possibly seven or eight years ago we brought that to the 
attention of the Bureau. Mr. Lineweaver took the request to heart 
and did something about it. He made some talks around many of 
these projects and some of the water users voluntarily paid their 
annual construction charges at an earlier time than the law required. 

I believe, Mr. Lineweaver, you learned that they were ready and 
willing to do that in many instances. Is that right? 

Mr. Lineweaver. That is correct, in some instances, yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I was in the State of Washington with the committee 
a few years ago. A project in that State had been completed only 
about 3 years. Two water users came to me and said, “We would 
like to pay this off in less than 10 years. We think we can pay if off 
in 5 years.” 

This project had yielded wonderful crops. By so doing it wouldn’t 
have cost them as much money and they would have it out of the way. 
The administration cost would be much less. The committee felt it 
their duty to bring this to the attention of the Department with the 
hope that a better repayment program could be worked out. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Chairman, I have Mr. Dominy, the Chief of 
our Irrigation Division here. He can give you a brief summary of 
our repayment picture now. 

Mr. Dominy. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that we do not, as a 
general practice, just take for granted that there will be a 10-year 
development period on each project. The only projects on which 
we sign repayment contracts of providing for the full 10-year period 
are for those raw land, desert projects that are moving from sagebrush 
into irrigation. I am sure from your experience in traveling in the 
West that you recognize that large expenditures are necessary to fence 
and build homes, put in the ditches and level lands, and which usually 
require all the energy and all the capital the settler can borrow for 
quite a period before he can start paying construction charges. 

They do have to pay operation and maintenance costs for the 10- 
year period. In the California projects where we have an existing 
irrigation economy which needs only supplemental water, and we build 
a distribution system and bring supplemental water in there, we have 
not granted the 10-year development period. The development 
periods in most of those contracts run from 3 to 5 years, depending 
on how much new land is in the area and how much additional capital 
om economic resources are necessary to convert to the fuller supply 
of water. 

We have had pretty good agreement with the irrigation districts in 
adjusting financial difficulties, as you have pointed out. It has been 
very helpful to have the records from your committee to strengthen 
our negotiations with our water-user groups. As the thing stands 


751 


today we have progressed very well, I think, on the repayment pro- 
gram over what it was right after the war. We have put through, 
with Congress’ help, adjustments on 35 of the old project repayment 
accounts so that they are now on a current basis. These amended 
contracts have faced the facts as to some of those older projects, and 
they have meant a great boone to the reclamation projects in those 
areas, 

A project in Colorado is a very good example. One where they 
found they could not meet the charges under the original contract, 
and they had let their operation and maintenance slip to a bad degree. 
There were a lot of farms being abandoned. With authority of sec- 
tion 7 of the 1939 act we negotiated a new contract, and today they 
are meeting their new scheduled installments right on the dot. They 
are rehabilitating the system with their own funds, above operation 
and maintenance, to the extent of about $200,000 including operation 
and maintenance each year. It is gratifying now to see what the 
farmers can do with the help of the Government in bringing back a 
project that was considered to be in pretty bad shape a few years ago 
and is now in fine shape. 

The Solano project repayment contract is ready for final vote and 
execution by the water users. It is before the California Securities 
Commission. We believe that will be completed very soon. The 
lower Marias project payment contract in the Missouri Basin is well 
along toward reaching conclusion. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you have clauses in these contracts which will 
permit the water users to pay off faster than required to do by law? 

Mr. Domriny. Yes. It is not a clause in the contract. We have 
a Solicitor’s opinion that even under the joint liability provisions of 
the law any individual who wants to pay out and retire his construe- 
tion obligation against his land may do so. He is, of course, still 
liable for any joint liability assessment that might be made in case 
of default on other lands in the district and that, of course, is a 
deterrent. 

There are some pleas in some areas for an amendment to the 
reclamation law, so that any individual who paid out would be 
exempt from the joint liability. A lot of people believe that if that 
were provided for, more individuals would want to pay out the con- 
struction obligation against their land. 

Mr. Bupae. He still has to pay the operation and maintenance 
charges? 

Mr. Domrny. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bunge. There isn’t much incentive for him to pay out. 

Mr. Dominy. Except he would be relieved of the construction 
charge obligation. Actually in these repayment contracts since they 
moved up to 40 years and longer, land seems to sell on reclamation 
projects without much regard to the construction obligation. It is 
the annual water charge that determines whether a man is going to 
be interested in buying that farm. Whether the construction obli- 
gation is paid up or not paid up, if that means only a difference of 2 
or 3 dollars an acre a year on his water charge, there isn’t too much 
incentive to pay out because he still has the operation and mainte- 
nance charge which is the largest charge in any event. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you. 
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Tuurspay, Fesruary 4, 1954. 


Mr. Jensen. The committee will come to order. I have been 
informed that the Chief Engineer of the Bureau, Mr. McClellan, 
would like to make a statement at this time. 

Mr. McClellan. 


Curer ENGINEER’S STATEMENT 


Mr. McCuietian. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement 
here. In order to save the committee’s time I will be glad to submit 
that for the record, and then I will be glad to give you a brief resume 
of it, if that meets with your approval. 

Mr. JEnsEN. Yes, sir. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


GENERAL STATEMENT, CONSTRUCTION 


Progress during the first half of the fiscal year in terms of expenditures to which 
the Bureau was committed has been further improved over that of recent years. 
Factors contributing to this accomplishment are the outstanding performance of 
a few contractors and favorable weather conditions at many construction sites. 

During the first half of fiscal year 1954, three major construction contracts 
were completed well in advance of the required completion dates. Construction 
of Jamestown Dam on the James River in North Dakota was completed 9 months 
ahead of schedule; a section of the San Diego aqueduct, 9.9 miles in length 
located in southern California was completed 1 year in advance of the scheduled 
date; and an additional reach of this aqueduct was completed some 2 months 
ahead of schedule. Two additional contracts for work on the San Diego aqueduct 
are nearing completion and it is expected these contracts will be completed late 
in January of 1954. Such completion, if realized, will be some 8 months in 
advance of the required dates for each contract. 

Further expeditious prosecution of the work on two major structures, however, 
is threatened by inadequate fund allotments. Shortages of funds prevail at 
Monticello Dam and Missouri diversion dam. Some work in progress at the 
close of fiscal year 1953 was stopped early in fiscal year 1954 because funds were 
not provided. Work on two items of the Missouri River Basin project had to be 
discontinued shortly after July 1, 1953, because of the denial of funds by Congress. 
The items on which work was halted were: (1) the manufacture of three hydraulic 
turbines for Little Porcupine powerplant, Missouri River diversion dam; and (2) 
Lovell-Yellowtail transmission line. The contract for the three turbines was 
entered into late in the first half of fiseal year 1953; work was ordered stopped in 
July 1953; and a termination agreement was executed to cover earnings and costs 
incurred as of June 30, 1953. A board of engineers appointed to determine the 
feasibility of a pumping plant in lieu of the diversion dam found a pumping plant 
to be feasible, but due to river characteristics its operation and maintenance costs 
would be indeterminate and, therefore, the greater initial cost of the diversion 
dam was justifiable. Bids for construction of the diversion dam are to be opened 
early in February and construction expected to start in March or April. The 
contract for the Lovell-Yellowtail transmission line was entered into in fiscal 
year 1952; work was discontinued at the option of the contractor in August of 
1953; and a cancellation agreement was entered into on August 26, 1953. 

On January 1, 1954, construction contracts in force had a face value of $203,- 
800,000. Important works under construction during the first 6 months of fiscal 
year 1954 included 3 concrete dams, 8 earth dams, 9 powerplants, and 8 tunnels. 
Other construction work, including aqueduct and trunk pipeline construction, open 
canals, concrete pipeline irrigation distribution systems, open lateral systems, 
pumping plants, transmission lines, and substations, was in progress. In the 

rst half of fiscal year 1954, 4 dams were completed with an aggregate storage 
capacity of 5,800,000 acre-feet. These involved 3,500,000 cubic yards of con- 
crete and 6,400,000 cubie yards of earth embankment. Tunnels completed during 
the first half of the fiscal year totaled almost 1 mile. 

During the remainder of fiscal year 1954, it is expected that practically all the 
work scheduled will be prosecu as programed. his will include continuation 
of construction work similar to that already underway and initiation of construc- 
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tion on 2 diversion dams, 1 storage dam, and completion work for 2 powerplants 
as well as additional new work on canals, lateral systems, drains, transmission 
lines, substations, and road relocations. This activity will result in completion 
of 2 pipeline regulating reservoirs and 4 power plants during the remaincer of 
fiscal year 1954. Fiscal year 1954 activities will provide irrigation facilities for 
an additional 236,900 acres of land and an increase of 306,900 kilowatts of installed 
generating capacity. 

In fiscal year 1955 construction work will continue on 30 projects and 16 units 
of the Missouri River Basin project as well as preconstruction operations on 
authorized work not now approved for construction. The program also provides 
for drainage and minor completion activities on 19 projects and 6 Missouri River 
River Basin units. This continuing work provides for the completion of 6 projects 
and 2 units of the Missouri River Basin project during the fiscal year. Major 
features on which construction operations are involved include 9 dams, 4 power- 
plants, 3 tunnels, many canals and distribution systems, and transmission lines. 
The 1955 program will provide for the completion of 4 dams, 4 power plants with 
increased generating capacity of 241,500 kilowatts and irrigation facilities for an 
additional 248,700 acres during the year. 

The rehabilitation and betterment of existing projects involves primarily the 
replacement of obsolete or deteriorated structures and equipment on the older 
irrigation projects to pare or restore them to a satisfactory and efficient 
operating condition. he fiscal year 1955 rehabilitation program consists of 
continuing work on nine projects and the initiation of work on another. Six of 
these projects will be completed during the year. 

We will have about 197 major contracts in force on June 30, 1954, with a value 
of about $230,319,000. In fiscal year 1955 it is estimated 126 additional major 
contracts will be awarded with a total face value of about $46,013,000. Earnings 
on these contracts will require over $86,028,000 during fiscal year 1955 of which 
over $72,730,000 will be for earnings on contracts in force June 30, 1954, and over 
$13,298,000 for contracts to be awarded during fiscal year 1955. Funds are 
necessary to fulfill our obligations under these contracts in order to maintain the 
progress represented by them and our program. 

The excavation of Tecolote tunnel on the Cachuma project has been held up 
for several months because of hot water under high pressure. Studies have been 
made of several alternate methods of cooling the tunnel so men can work without 
collapsing from the heat and high humidity. At present, the contractor is plan- 
ning a plant to provide a much greater quantity of air at the heading in an attempt 
to make work possible. At Folsom powerplant it was necessary to suspend the 
excavation while holes were drilled and anchors grouted deep into the rock to 
keep large blocks of rock from sliding into the excavation. Later it was necessary 
to construct the concrete backwall of the powerhouse to support the rock and hold 
it in place so the penstock tunnels could be driven at the base of the wall. In 
Alaska a large flow of water in the Eklutna tunnel stopped progress for a time. 
After part of an underdrain was constructed to handle this water, the flow dimin- 
ished and construction of the drain was discontinued. 

Excellent progress was made on the rehabilitation of Savage Rapids Dam de- 
spite the fact that the contractor lost his cofferdam three times because of high 
water in the Rogue River. 

A review of construction activities during the past year discloses a slight decline 
in weekly wages, which is probably indicative of a decreasing amount of overtime 
work. The number of employees in heavy construction work as well as the dollar 
volume of construction, decreased slightly during the past year. Apparently, 
these trends have produced a psychological effect on labor, resulting in higher 
productivity and lower bid prices. 

Material prices declined somewhat during the last quarter of 1953, but at present 
are about 3 percent above those of a year ago. The cost of heavy lumber is 10 
percent below that of January 1953, and the cost of electrical conductors is about 
3 percent below prices of a yearago. However, quoted prices for steel are approxi- 
mately 3 percent above those of January 1953. The availability of all construc- 
tion materials has increased during the past year, thereby influencing contractors 
in submitting more favorable bids. 

Bidding interest during the last quarter of 1953 was exceedingly high, as indi- 
cated by an average of more than 10 bids received by the chief engineer on each of 
43 schedules advertised. In comparison, bids received on 102 schedules during 
the first and second quarters of 1953 averaged 7 in number, and during the third 
quarter of 1953 approximately 5 bids were received on each of 35 schedules. We 
— that this high bidding interest will contine for at least the next several 
months. 
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During the last 3 years the number of bids received from foreign manufac- 
turers of hydraulic turbines and electrical equipment such as generators, large 
transformers, and circuit breakers has increased sharply, and the difference in 
price between their products and American products has become greater. As a 
result, the percentage of our work of this type performed by foreign firms in 
increased from zero in calendar year 1951 to 56 percent in calendar year 1953, 
based on the dollar value of contracts awarded. 

For several years most domestic bids on major electrical equipment have con- 
tained price-adjustment clauses. During the past few months there has been a 
marked increase in the number of firm bids submitted by American pontiadeen, 
For example, from January 1, 1953, through May 30, 23 percent of the domestic 
bids on the Bureau’s electrical equipment were firm, whereas from May 30, 
through November 17, 44 percent of such bids were firm. 

Periodic meetings have been held with representatives of the Associated General 
Contractors of America, Inc., to consider mutual problems regarding specifications 
and contract matters with the objective of effecting changes and improvements 
which would lead to reduced costs to the Government. Relations with the 
Associated General Contractors have been excellent and through their cooperation 
in these discussions numerous improvements have been made in specifications and 
contract procedures and more uniformity has been attained in the field in contract 
interpretation and inspection. As a result, costs have been reduced through 
elimination by contractors of contingencies from their bids, and at the same time 
quality of construction has been improved. 

The Denver Office does a certain amount of design and testing work for various 
outside agencies both domestic and foreign. During the fiscal vear 1954, work will 
be practically completed on designs and construction drawings for Falcon Dam 
and review of designs on Anzalduas diversion dam for the International Boundary 
and Water Commission, as well as design and construction supervision of the 
second barrel of the San Diego acqueduct for the Navy Department. The work 
for fiscal year 1955 for domestic agencies will include a minor amount of cleanup 
work on these jobs in addition to routine testing of materials for the Bureau of 
Federal Supply, Atomic Energy Commission, General Services Administration, 
various branches of the armed services, and other branches of the Department of 
the Interior, such as the Bureau of Mines, Geological Survey, and Indian Services. 

Work for foreign agencies includes the program of trainees, observers, and 
technical services for foreign governments through the State Department and 
designs and technical assistance through direct contacts. This work will con- 
tinue through fiscal year 1954. Included in the latter category is design and 
testing work for the Snowy Mountains development in Australia, the Chao 
Phya and Yan-Hee projects in Thailand, the Indian Water Board, work on the 
Klang Gates project in Malaya, and the Wu Sheh project in Formosa. 

The reorganization of the. Bureau to concentrate all technical responsibilities 
in a single location under a single authority will result in improved efficiency and 
reduce the cost which is the principal objective. Heretofore many engineering- 
type activities were supervised from the Office ot the Commissioner at Washington; 
these, in the fields o1 project ener ye irrigation operations, and power operations 
are now directed by the office of the assistant commissioner and chief engineer 
from Denver. The reorganization will make possible integration and coordina- 
tion of technical phases of planning and operation and maintenance with the 
design and construction work. 

This will result in more efficient operation in the preparation of designs and 
estimates, and in the adoption of the structures which will most adequately meet 
the requirements of the project plan. The transfer of the Irrigation Operations 
Division and the Power Operations Division to Denver under the chief engineer 
will permit the implementation of more uniform policies one correlation of 
these activities with those of design and construction. . 
ALLOCATION OF A PERCENTAGE OF ANNUAL APPROPRIATIONS TO GENERAL 

LABORATORY INVESTIGATIONS IN DENVER 


On page 1571 of the House hearings on the Interior bill for fiscal year 1954 
appeared a statement on a proposal to allocate a small percentage of appropriated 
funds to the Denver laboratory of the Bureau for general laboratory investiga- 
tions. Our plans for continuation of this work in fiscal year 1955 are as follows: 


Tentative program, fiscal year 1955 


Cement and pozzolan 72, 000 


Chemical and radioisotope investigations 


Soils investigations 


1375, 000 
1 Approximately one-quarter of 1 percent of typical yearly appropriation for general investigations, con- 


struction, and rehabilitation, and operation and maintenance of major projects. Exact amount dependent 
on final appropriations. 


PROGRESS OF CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Mr. McCueutan. In general, the construction program went for- 
ward very well this past year. We had no difficulties from shortages 
of materials like we had in previous years. We had very little labor 
trouble and the weather was good on most of our projects, so the 
progress was excellent. So, we are going to wind up the year with less 
carryover than we had in previous years. 


CARRYOVER 


Mr. Jensen. How much will the carryover be? 
Mr. Dexuetmer. It will be less than $4 million. 

Mr. Jensen. Less than $4 million? You really have been going 
strong. 

Mr. Dexuermer. That was mainly due to the provisions you in- 
cluded in last years bill making it possible for us to transfer our funds 
from one project to another as needed. 

Mr. Jensen. And the weather was favorable? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, sir; the weather was favorable. 

Mr. JeNsEN. You have to give the good Lord a little credit. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Well, there were many things, of course. There 
were practically no strikes, and materials were available, there was 
good weather, and particularly the fact that we can shift our funds 
around and utilize them where they are needed rather than having 
them earmarked for specific projects in such a way that they could not 
be used if for any reason they were not needed on the project con- 
cerned. 

JAMESTOWN DAM 


Mr. McCietian. Jamestown Dam in North Dakota was com- 
pleted 9 months ahead of schedule, and part of the San Diego Aque- 
duct was completed 1 year ahead of schedule, and the entire project 
will be completed this calendar year. 

Mr. Jensen. Did that effect some savings? 

Mr. McCuetian. Yes, that project is, as you know, financed from 
money made available to the Bureau by the Navy Department. 
You mean, does it affect the amount of carryover? 

Mr. JENSEN. Does it effect savings in dollars over and above the 
original estimate? 
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Mr. McCtetuan. Yes, sir. Whenever you complete a job in a 
shorter period of time than scheduled it saves money. The amount 
of Government money is reduced, and the amount paid for inspection 
is ‘‘aaee It saves money when you expedite the construction of a 
ob. 
‘ Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. McCe.tan. At the close of the fiscal year we will have about 
197 major contracts in force with a face value of about $230 million. 


CONSTRUCTION COSTS 


We think that the construction cost trends have leveled off during 
1953. In the last few months we have not noticed any appreciable 
change either up or down. 


CONTRACT BIDS 


We have very good bidding interest in our construction work. 
During the first and second quarters of 1953 we had an average of 7 
bids on our major work, and in the third quarter we had an average 
of 5 bids. Of course, it is usual in the fall period that bidding slacks 
off. We opened bids on the Missouri diversion dam a couple of days 
ago, and we had 15 bids, which shows a very keen bidding interest. 

We also had quite an increase in bidding from foreign manufacturers 
on our equipment contracts for turbines, generators, transformers, 
and equipment of that sort. 

Mr. Jensen. Are their bidsless than those of our own manufacturers? 

Mr. McCietuan. Oh, yes; they underbid American manufacturers 
consistently. When these awards are made we apply the 25 percent 
differential for Buy American; there is that differential in favor of 
American manufacturers. About 56 percent of our equipment con- 
tracts have been placed with foreign manufacturers. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that correct? 

Mr. McC Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Even though our own manufacturers have a 25 percent 
differential in favor of their bid? 

Mr. McC.ie.uanp. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Jensen. I am not so sure that is so good. While I want to 
be just as nice as we can be to foreign countries, situations like this 
affect our economy all up and down the line. Maybe we can live 
with it at this time, but I am fearful the day is coming when we will 
have to change that program. Certainly the American laboring man 
is entitled to build most of the things that are used in this country. 

We cannot control private industry—we do not want to try to do 
that—but employment is now falling off in America, and I do not 
like the picture. I do not like the idea that we are buying such a large 
percent from abroad? 

Mr. McCuetuian. Of the electrical apparatus, yes, sir. We have 
neous in England, Switzerland, the British zone of Austria, and 

rance. 

Mr. Jensen. This does not give any more reasons to shout than 
what I saw overin India. Weare furnishing most of the money to dig 
2,650 deep wells in India. About 90 percent of everything that goes 
into those wells, the pipes, the motors, everything but the pumps, is 
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bought in foreign countries all because the specifications were so 
drawn that American industry could not meet the specifications. 

For instance, the specifications call for 11 threads to the inch for 
well pipe, and our standard is 9 threads to the inch, and so American 
manufacturers lost the business. So far as electric motors were 
concerned, American industry could not supply them without making 
a complete change of their models to meet the requirements laid down 
in the specifications. So, they lost all of that business, and here we 
are furnishing all of the money. 

I just wonder how we can continue to go ahead. 


FOREIGN RECLAMATION AND POWER PROGRAM 


Mr. Bupas. In connection with that, Mr. Chairman, could not the 
Bureau of Reclamation give us a figure as to the amount which has 
been spent on foreign reclamation and power projects? I think the 
two would tie together and offer a very interesting comparison. 

Mr. JENSEN. That might not hurt. Of course, we are trying to 
raise the standard of living up in a lot of these countries, and that is all 
fine, so long as it does not destroy us while we are doing it. I think it 
would be interesting to have that information. 

Mr. Bupa@er. You could furnish that? 

Mr. McCtetian. I do not know if I understand your request. 
Do you wish information on what is being spent in foreign countries on 
power = 

Mr. Bupae. And on reclamation projects. 

Mr. McCuetxan. I do not know whether we would have that infor- 
mation or not. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. [ do not believe we can furnish that information 
as that is all handled by the State Department or FOA. We do not 
have those figures, as that is handled through FOA. 

Mr. BupcGr. But your engineers do most of that work. 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. We have over 80 engineers in forei 
countries now acting as advisers, but we do not have access to the 
figures involved, and a great deal of that work is being done by 
private contracting firms or consulting firms, and we have no access 
to those figures except through FOA. 


EMPLOYEES IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES 


Mr. JENSEN. You can, however, give us the facts and figures on the 
number of people employed in your Department, who are paid from 
funds that we appropriate for your Department and who are now 
employed in foreign countries; can you not? 

Mr. McCuztxan. I do not believe we have engineers who get paid 
on foreign assignments with our funds. Those funds stem from the 
State Department or come from FOA. 

Mr. Jensen. All of them? 

Mr. McCueuan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. It would not make any difference where the funds 
came from. 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. 

Mr. Bupas. We just want the amounts spent for this purpose. 

Mr. McC ieuan. I just wanted to correct the record on that. I 
thought the chairman might think we were using funds which were 
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appropriated by Congress to the Bureau of Reclamation for this 
foreign work, and that is not correct. 
Mr. Jensen. I want the record to show the truth and nothing else. 
Mr. Dexuermer. There is not a dollar of Reclamation money that 
goes into any of that foreign work, including any work that we do in 
our office. That is financed entirely by funds from other sources. 
Mr. JensEN. You do know, however, the people from your Bureau 
who are employed in foreign fields on this type of work. 
Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir; and we can give you a report on that 
and the source of the funds. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


The Bureau of Reclamation is one of the many Government agencies that assist 
the Foreign Operations Administration in carrying out its program of technical 
assistance to underdeveloped countries. The Bureau participates by furnishing 
technical assistance in water-resources development and related fields, primarily 
by assigning technical specialists overseas in advisory capacities on the staffs of 
United States operations missions. Similar assistance is also rendered in a few 
instances outside the FOA program, to United Nations agencies, the World Bank, 
and foreign governments that have arranged for such assistance through the 
Department of State. All of these activities are performed only to the extent 
that funds outside Reclamation appropriations are made available to cover the 
costs, by allotment from the Foreign Operations Administration or by advance 
of funds from other agencies and governments. The domestic staff required to 
administer this program is also financed by these non-Reclamation funds. 

The Bureau now has 89 technicians on such assigment or detail in 20 countries. 
These assignments are summarized below: 


Country 


NO 


Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. McClellan. 
Mr. McCtue.ian. I just want to add another word or two on this 
foreign bidding. 


FOREIGN CONTRACTORS 


During the fiscal year 1953 we awarded 16 contracts amounting to 
$2,900,000 to foreign bidders. During the first half of the fiscal year 
1954 we only awarded 6 contracts to foreign bidders totaling $560,000, 
but that is because we are not buying as much equipment of that kind 
now. It is not due at all to the lack of interest on the part of foreign 
bidders, as I think that we are getting more bids now than ever before. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that material being manufactured by Americans 
who have factories in foreign countries? 

Mr. McCueuian. No, sir. For several years we have carried on 
an exchange of information with the construction contractors on our 
work. The Associated General Contractors of America has set up a 
working engineering committee to work with us on problems of speci- 
fications and design to improve our specifications so we would get 


|| 
Number Number 
em- of em- 
Country 
India an 
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lower bids. ‘They meet with us at least once a year and bring in 
their problems. Then we try to improve our specifications in order 
to follow their suggestions, and it is all intended to get better work 
at lower cost. 

Our relations with the contractors have been on a very friendly 
basis. 

Mr. JENSEN. Generally speaking, how much lower is a bid of a 
successful bidder who is a foreign contractor than a bid submitted by 
an American contractor who buys his material from American manu- 
factorers? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I would like to ask Mr. McClellan to answer 
that. 

Mr. McCue.tuan. My recollection is that they vary from about 35 
to 50 percent lower. Of course, foreign bidders are becoming smart, 
and they do not want to underbid American manufacturers any more 
than they have to. They know that they have to bid on the basis of 
this 25 percent buy-American differential, so they have to get under 
that. 

Mr. Jensen. I think it would be well to take a case in point and 
furnish for the record the bids which were submitted on a reclamation 
contract during the past year, showing who bid, whether they were 
American concerns or foreign concerns, the amounts of the bids, and 
then show who was the successful bidder. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, would you not also want in there the 
specifications which prevent an American concern from bidding, such 
as the one you mentioned a minute ago as to the threading? 

Mr. JenseN. I presume that your specifications do not foreclose 
American concerns from bidding. 

Mr. McC No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That is, you have standard specifications for all 
materials which you buy which coincide with the standard specifica- 
tions for all the equipment which you purchase, and the foreign bidder 
must then comply with your specifications? 

Mr. McCuewuan. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. JeNnsEN. It is a different situation, Congressman Budge, than 
the situation which exists in regard to projects handled by the State 
Department. 

Those specifications were written by officials of the State Depart- 
ment and the answer to the situation may be that the State Depart- 
ment is interested in keeping friendly relations with the people outside 
the Iron Curtain. I do not know who wrote the specifications, but I 
am going to find out. 

Mr. DexueimMer. That is, for those wells in India? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, for those wells in India. I want to know who 
the person is who was responsible for writing such specifications, and 
we are going to find out before this Congress adjourns; I can assure 
you of that. 

Mr. McC.e.uan. Our specifications are written around American 
standards and American manufacturers’ procedures. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; I know that, Mr. McClellan. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, that table on foreign bids will be 
inserted in the record. 

(The material referred to follows:) 
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List of bidders on electrical equipment where contractor will provide equipment, partly 
or wholly manufactured abroad 


FISCAL YEAR 1954 


Amount for 
Description Bid price | comparison ! 


3 33,000-kilovolt-ampere autotransformers for Jamestown meattion, North 
Dakota; invitation No. DS-4069; award date, Jan, 29, 1 
American Flin Corp., New York (Austrian) 
Industrie Elettriche di Legnano (Italian) 
English Electric Export and Trading Co., Ltd., New York (English) - __ 
Pennsylvania Transformer Co., Pennsylvania 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., Milwaukee, Wis 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, N N. Y. 
1 161-kilovolt, 3,500 ,000-kilovolt-ampere power circuit breaker for Blythe 
station, California, invitation No. 300S-61, schedule 1; award date, Di 
17, 1953 
Boveri Corp., New York (Swiss) 
Kelman Electric & Manufacturing Co., Los Angeles, ‘Calif 
Pacific Electric Manufacturing Corp., ‘San Francisco, Calif.......... 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsbur h, Pa 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, N. 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., Milwaukee, Wis 
2 power transformers and 1 grounding transformer for Maricopa substation, 
invitation No. DS-4011, schedule 1; award date, Nov. 5, 1953: 
American Elin Corp., New York (Austrian) 
Wagner Electric Corp., St. Louis, Mo 
General Electric Co., Schenectadv, N. Y 
Pennsylvania Transformer Co., Canonsburg, Pa 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa 
Maloney Electric Co., St. ouis, Mo.. 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., Milwaukee, Wis- 
Industrie Elettriche di Legnano (Italian) 
Central Transformer Corp., Pine Bluff, Ark 
Brush Aboe Inc., Long Island, N.Y 
3 20,000-kilov olt-ampere autotransformers for Sioux City substation, Iowa; 
invitation No. DS-4008; award date, Oct. 16, 1953: 
American Elgin Corp., New York 439, 915 
Brown Boveri Corp., New York (Swiss). 508, 975 
Industrie Elettriche di Legnano (Italian) 5,8! 533, 376 
English Electric E xport & Trading Co. + Ltd., New York (English)... § 625, 875 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, N. : a 363, 2! 678, 079 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pitt Pa_ 694, 316 
Pennsylvania Transformer Co. ., Canonsburg, Pa 7, 710, 193 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., Milwaukee, Wis 717, 467 
4 230-kilovolt power circuit breakers for Bismarek substation North Dakota; 
invitation No. DS-3948; award date, Sept. 9, 1953: 
Brown Boveri Corp., New York (Swiss) 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pitsburg. Pa. 
Pacific Electric Manufacturing Corp., San Francisco, C Calif.. 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, Aa 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., Muwaakes “Wis 
2 69-kilovolt potential transformers for Huron substation, South Dakota; 
invitation No. DS-3958; award date, Aug. 28, 1953 
Societe Savoisienne De Constructions c/o Coqenal, Inc., 
New York (French) 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., , Milwaukee, Wis______- 
Gough Industries, Ine., Los Angeles, Calif 
General Electric Co., Pittsburgh, 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Schenectady, N. Y 
The Standard Transformer Co., Warren, Ohio 
12 instrument transformers of Davis and Parker Dams switehyards, Arizona; 
— No. DS-3968; schedule Nos. 1, 2, and 3; award date, Aug. 21, 
Brown Boveri Corp., New York (Swiss) 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, 091 


FISCAL YEAR 1953 


3 230-kilovolt potential transformers for Folsom-Elverta terminal switching 
facilities, California; DS-3908; award date, June 30, 1953: 
Gough Industries, Inc., Los Angeles, ‘Calif. Quaipaest from Brown 
Brown Boveri Corp. York (Switzerland). 
West Westinghouse Electric Corp., Schenectady, N. ¥ 
Electric, Pittsburg , Pa 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 763. 


é 
$17, 404 $14, 985. 
17, 644 14, 985 
29, 966 35, 321 
| 35, 272 41, 690 
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List of bidders on electrical equipment where contractor will provide equipment, partly 
or wholly manufactured abroad—Continued 


FISCAL YEAR 1953—Continued 


| 


Amount for 


Description comparison ! 


Bid price 


Instrument transformer for Watertown substation, South Dakota; DS-3867; 
award date, June 12, 1953: 
Societe Savoisienne De Constructions Electriques, c/o Cogenel, Inc., 
New York (France) $1, 357 
The Standard Transformer Co., Warren, Ohio______- 1, 703 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsbr rgh, Pa 1, 702 
General Electric Co., Schenect tady, N. Y ed 1, 702 
Allis-Chalmers Mannfactvring Co., Milwaukee, Wis 1, 702 
Furnishing and installing 4 30,000-kilovolt-ampere generators for Palisades 
powerplant, Idaho; specification DC-3904; award date, May 26, 1953: 
Pacific Oerlikon Co., Tacoma, Wash. (Switzerland) 
American Elin Corp., New York (Austria) 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa 
Elliott Co., Jeannette, Pa 
Allis-Chi slmers Manufactu ring Co., Milw aukee, Wis 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, N. Y 
English Electric Ex’ ort & Trading C o., New York (England) _- 
2 69-kilovolt vower circuit breakers for Be resford and Groton substations, 
South Dakota; specification 600S-115; award date, Apr. 29, 1953 
Pacific Oerlikon Co., Tacoma, Wash. (Switzerland) 
Pacific Electric Manufacturing Co., San Francisco, Calif. ............ 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa “ 
Allis-Chalmers Manufactvring Co., Milwaukee, Wis 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, "N.Y 
Brown Boveri Corp., New York (Sw itzerland) _. 
Voltage-regulating transformer for Sioux C ity substation, Iowa; specifications 
DS-3870; award date, Apr. 9, 1953: 
American Elin Corp., New York (Austria) . t 72, 893 
Brown Boveri, New York (Switzerland) z 85, 918 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, N. Y 5, 8 115, 217 
Maloney Electric Co., suis, Mo 117, 150 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., Milwaukee, ‘Wis 97, 467 117, 337 
1 66,667-kilovolt-ampere autotransforme r for Sioux City substation, Towa; 
specificati ions DS-3833; award date, Jan. 8, 1953: 
American Elin Corp., New York (Austria) 100, 200 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa. ri 109, 817 
Pennsylvania Transformer Co., C 107, 850 
General Electric Co., Schenect tady, N 109, 503 
Wagner Electric Corp., St. Louis, Mo__. NE 116, 734 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., Milwaukee, 115, 300 
Maloney Electric Co., St. Louis, Mo.. 121, 878 
1 20,000-kilovolt-ampere power transformer for Rapid City substation, South 
Dakota; specifications DS-3795, schedule 1; award date, Dee. 8, 1952: 
American Elin Corp., New York ( Austria) 83, 100 211, 960 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa_____- 117, 103 228, 432 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., Milwaukee, “Wis_...--- 112, 294 265, 914 
Maloney Electric Co., St. Laue, Mo ‘ 114, 443 268, 869 
Pennsylvania Transformer Co., 117, 991 301, 726 
General Electric Co. be Schenectady, N N.Y ‘ 120, 309 322, 970 
2 115-kilovolt, 2 46-kilovolt, 2 34.5-kilovolt, and 2 14.4-kilovolt cireuit break- 
ers for Brookings, Armour, Woonsocket, Flandreau, and Winner substa- 
tions, South Dakota; specifications 6008-108, schedules 2 and 3; award 
Dee. 5, 1952: 2 
Schedule 2: 
Low bidder: Pacific Oerlikon, Tacoma, Wash. (Switzerland) ___. 
2d low bidder: Brown Boveri Corp., New York (Switzerland)... _. 
Low domestic bidder: Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa 
Schedule 3: 
Low bidder: Pacific Oerlikon, Tacoma, Wash. (Switzerland) 
Low domestic bidder: W estinghouse E,ectric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa 
2 230-kilovolt power circuit breakers for Folsom- Elverta terminal sw itehing 
facilities, California; specifications DS-3776; award date, Nov. 13, 1952 
(contract canceled Sept. 9, 1953): 
Brown Boveri Corp., New York (Sw itzerland) - 
Pacific Electric Manufacturing Corp., San Francisco, Calif_. 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., Milw: aukee, 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa 183, 136 
2 115-kilovolt power circuit breakers for Eklutna sw oe Alaska; specifi- 
cations DS-3737, schedule 1; award date Oct. 24, 19% 
Brown Boveri C orp., New York (Switzerland) 38, 808 49, 098 
Pacific Electric Manufacturing Corp., San Francisco, Calif. 5, 57, 443 
General Electric. Schenectady, N. Y cake Os St 50, 62, 308 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh Pa__- } 50, 610 62, 386 
214.4-kilovolt power circuit breakers for Phoenix substation, Arizona specifi- 
cations DS-3742, schedule 1; award date, Oct. 17, 1952: 
Brown Boveri Corp., New York (Switzerland) | 25, 235 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, Y 31, 300 | 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pa 37, 920 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 763. 


961, 488 
802, 000 
916, 086 
982, 731 
034, 023 
763, 991 
844, 883 
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List cf bidders on electrical equipment where contractor will provide equipment, partly 
or wholly manufactured abroad—Continued 


FISCAL YEAR 1953—Continued 


Amount for 


Description Bid price comparison ! 
3 230-kilovolt power circuit breakers for geo switchyard, California; 
specifications DS-3765; award date, Sept 29, 1952: 
Ateliers de Constructions Electriques, c/o Cogenel, Inc., New York 
Brown Boveri Corp. New York (Switzerland)3 156, 500 186, 
Pacific Electric Manufacturing Corp., San Francisco, Calif..._.......__- 195, 000 196, 740 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., Milwaukee, 225, 000 270, 406 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, 226, 080 271, 414 
1 69-kilovolt power circuit breaker and spare parts for Cochise substation, 
Arizona; specifications 3735, schedule 1; award date, Aug. 29, 1952: 
Brown Boveri Corp., New York (Switzerland) 15, 359 16, 538 
Westinghouse E lectric SS NR eee 13, 963 16, 754 
Pacifie Electric Manufacturing Corp., San Francisco, Calif............-- 14, 185 17, 149 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, Sea 14, 446 17, 313 
1 15,000-kilovolt-ampere power transformer for Weaver ‘substation, “South 
Dakota; specifications DS-3741; award date, Aug. 25, 1952: 
American Elin Corp., New York 84, 181, 303 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa_.................- 108, 477 211, 551 
Maloney Electric Co., St. Louis, Mo._._.....-........-----.--- 104, 179 213, 106 
General Electric Co. , Schenectady, & SSR eae 108, 403 214, 244 
Pennsylvania Transformer Co. anonsburg, 106, 889 216, 679 
Allis Chalmers Manufacturing ’Co., Milw See 118, 071 235, 745 
1 15,000-kilovolt-ampere power transformer for oe am, North 
Dakota; specifications DS-3728; award date, Aug. 25, 
American Elin Corp., New York (Austria) SL ae Se 99, 775 212, 835 
Brown Boveri Corp., New York ee 125, 700 268, 368 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, N. Y 179, 781 314, 901 
Westinghouse Electric C orp., Pittsburgh, Pa 178, 524 318, 187 
Allis Chalmers Manufacturing Co., Milwaukee, Wis 189, 000 337, 627 
English Electric Export and Trading Co., Ltd., New York (England) -_- 190, 470 360, 074 
1 161-kilovolt power circuit breaker for Knob substation, Arizona; specifica- 
tions 3008-37; award date, Aug. 21, 1952: 
Brown Boveri Corp., New York (Switzerland) _.......................-- 32, 410 38, 465 
Kelman Electric & Mfg. Co., Los Angeles, Calif.............-...--.-.--- 37, 500 42, 236 
FISCAL YEAR 1952 
2 115-kilovolt, 1,500,000-kilovolt-ampere power circuit breakers, for Sioux 
Falls substation, South Dakota; invitation No. DS-3651, schedule No. 3; 
award date, May 16, 1952: 
Pacific Oerlikon Co., Tacorma, Wash. (Swiss) $43, 509 
Brown Boveri Corp., New York (Swiss)... .-----.----. 39, 240 46, 595 
Pacifie Electric Mz anufacturing Corp., San Francisco, Calif 40, 630 49, 018 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pa 48, 330 58, 292 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Milwaukee, Wis.- 48, 350 58, 433 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, N. 48, 520 58,813 
1 115-kilovolt, 1,500,000-kilovolt-ampere oes ‘circuit breaker and one 
sixty-nine-kilovolt, 1,000,000-kilovolt-ampere power circuit breaker for 
Huron substation, South Dakota; invitation No. DS-3645, schedule Nos. 
4and 5; award date, May 16, 1952: 
Pacific Oerlikon Co., Tacoma, Wash. (Swiss) 32, 000 33, 066 
General Electric Co. Schenectady, OO. (So 30, 500 36, 743 
Pacific Electric Me anufacturing Corp., San Francisco, Calif-- 31, 260 37, 463 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa__........-..---- 35, 975 43,179 
Brown Boveri Corp., New Y ‘ork (Swiss) __ , 405 44, 000 
1 115-kilovolt, 1,500, 000-kilovolt-ampere power ‘cireuit breaker for Watertown. 
substation, South Dakota; invitation No. DS-3641, schedule No. 4; award 
date, May 16, 1952: 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, N. 20, 000 24, 241 
Pacific Electric Manufacturing Co., San Francisco, Calif... 20, 315 24, 443 
Brown Boveri Corp., New York (Swiss) . - cdicancimpekcehes 22, 931 26, 609 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa__.-~-- 24, 375 29, 375 
1 46-kilovolt, 500,000-kilovolt-ampere power circuit breaker for Beaver Creek 
substation, Colorado; invitation No, DS-3659, schedule No. 3; award date, 
May 8, 1952: 
Pacifie Oerlikon Co., Tacoma, 10, 770 11, 306 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, N Y. 936 11,812 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, 10, 178 12, 109 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., M ilwaukee, W Mis 10, 617 12, 608 
Brown Boveri Corp., New York (Sw 15, 140 17, 340 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 764. 
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List of bidders on electrical equipment where:contractor will provide equipment, partly 
or wholly manufactured abroad—Continued 


FISCAL YEAR 1952—Continued 


Amount for 
Description Bid price | comparison ! 


3 230-kilovolt, 7,500,000-kilovolt-ampere power circuit breakers for Elverta 
snbstation, California; invitation No. DS-3655, schedule No. 2; award 
dates, Apr. 28, 1952: 

Brown Boveri Corp., New York (Swiss) -...................-.-..-----..- $155, 260 $194, 851 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa nc 224, 748 294, 887 
Pacific Electric Manufacturing San Francisco, Ont 227, 358 298, 937 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, 1 2 236, 536 310, 100 


1 80,000-kilovolt-amnere antotransfor- ner Folsom powerplant switchyard, 
California; invitation No. DS-3607; award date, Mar. 11, 1952: 
English Electric Col, Ltd., New York (Ene lish). 248, 406 532, 813 


Ferranti Electric, Inc, New York (English) 191, 100 538. 600 
Westinghonse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa 276, 412 557, O11 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Oo. Milwaukee, 289. 692 572, 865 
General Electric Co., Schenectady, "N.Y 297, 099 578, 856 
Generator and motor-voltage switchgear and protective equip ment for Flat- 

iron power and pumping plant, Colorado; invitation No. DS-3562, sched- 

ule No. 3; award date, Jan. 31, 1952: 
Brown Boveri Corp., New York (Swiss) PES BRIE 131, 619 141, 419 
Allis-Chalmers Man‘fact ring Co., Milwankee, 153, 265 168, 175 
Westinghonse Electric Corp., Pittsburei, Pa 150, 010 179, 427 
General Electrie Co., Schenec taiv, N Y. 173, 161 207, 449 

Furnishing and installing 2 16,667 -kilovolt- -amnere, 600-revolitions-per- 

minute generators for Ekl itna powerplant, Alaska; specifications DC- 

3536; award date, Jan. 3, 1952: 
Pacific Oerlikon Co., Taco’ na, Wash. (Swiss) 474. 544 639, 005 
English Electric Co., Ltd., New York (English) - Lcgetanmerdeesoes 570, 589 692, 570 
Elliott Co., Rileway, Pa | 643, 078 801, 898 
Westinghot ise Electric Corp.. Pittsburgh, Pa Spe TE RS 662, 966 829, 254 
Allis-Chal ners Mannfacturine Co., Milwaukee, Wir 724, 650 898, 477 
General Electric Co., Scheneetady, NY. 723, 405 902, 398 


1 Amount for comparison includes evaluation for efficiency, 25 percent differential for cost of Aiea manue 
factured component, and maximum price increase (esealation) stipulated by bidder. 

2 Additional i formation rezardine bids not immediately available. 

3 Award was made t» 2d low bidder, as low bid was nt in co npliance with the specifications. 


CONSTRUCTION DECREASE 


Mr. McCuexuan. The Appropriation Act for fiscal 1953 limited 
the amount of construction work the Bureau could perform with 
Government forces at not to exceed 12 percent. Actually, the total 
amount of work performed by the Bureau by force account during 
fiscal year 1953 amounted to $2,387,000, or approximately 1.2 percent 
of the total expenditures for ehastunetion during the year. This 
represents a marked decrease from prior years, both in dollars and 
in percentage. 

It is our general policy to do everything by contract that can be 
done that way. 

WORK PERFORMED FOR OTHER AGENCIES 


Our Bureau performs about $2 million worth of work for other 
agencies. That is broken down into about $1,200,000 for other gov- 
ernmental agencies, like the Army and Atomic Energy Commission 
and Indian Service, and other groups; about $780,000 for foreign 
countries—that is our exchange of technical information program, 
where these foreign countries send over trainees to work with our 
designees in Denver, and we do some laboratory work for those 
countries that they are not equipped to perform. 

Then, we have done some work for the Navy, as I mentioned a while 
ago, at the San Diego aqueduct. And we performed the design work 
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on the Falcon Dam for the International Boundary and Water Com- 
mission. 
Those jobs amounted to about $117,000. 
That makes a total of about $2 million of work that we did for other 
agencies. 
BUREAU REORGANIZATION 


The Commissioner yesterday mentioned the reorganization of the 
Bureau. Under this reorganization, all technical phases of the Bu- 
reau’s work are to be centralized in Denver. This means moving 
some of the operation and maintenance technical functions from 
Washington to Denver. 

We feel sur that this reorganization will make it possible to inte- 
grate and coordinate the ote 4 of the planners and the operation and 
maintenance people, with our design and construction people, and 
result in better efficiency and higher competency. 


CONSULTANTS 


We have employed a number of consultants during the past year on 
special problems. These have been limited to experts or specialists 
in certain particular fields where we need expert advice. One such 
instance was where we ran into a lot of hot water on a tunnel job 
where the temperatures became so high that the contractor couldn’t 
aaa work, and we had to have an expert consultant board on that 

ob. 

' Then we had a consulting board on the Missouri diversion dam 
project, to decide whether it would be a pumping diversion or gravity 
diversion, by means of a diversion dam. 

And, we found it necessary to hire a consultant on the Eklutna 
project in Alaska. 

Our policy, however, is not to employ private engineering firms to 
do our design work, because we have an expert design organization 
that is adequate to handle that part of our work. 

That completes my general statement, Mr. Chairman. 


Denver REORGANIZATION 


Mr. Buper. Mr. McClellan, would you submit for the record a 
statement as to just how this reorganization plan would affect the 
Denver office, as to personnel. What I would like is a total of the 
engineering personnel, and another total of all other personnel prior 
to the reorganization, and the same tabulation subsequent thereto. 

Mr. MotLsiLAn, r. Budge, I have a chart here, which I can 
show you, if you would care to look at that now. It shows the 
number of people and how they decreased as a result of the reorgan- 
ization. 

Mr. Bupee. If you would just put that in the record, I think that 
would be sufficient for my purposes. , 

Mr. McCuetiay. All right, sir. 

(The information requested follows:) 


er 
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Number of technical and nontechnical employees in the Denver office, Bureau of 
Reclamation, before and after reorganization 


Number of personnel, | Number of personnel, 
Denver office, Jan. 1, completion of reorgan- 
1953 ization 
Division 
Non- Non- 
Tech- Tech- 
tech- | Total tech- | Tetal 
nical nical nical nical 
Design and construction.....................-......--- 1,056 105 | 1,161 920 95 1,015 
Hydrology (project investigation) .............-.....-- 26 5 31 30 2 32 
Power utilization (power operations) _................- 6 1 7 12 2 14 
5 9 14 4 6 10 
1 297 298 1 218 219 
1,095 528 | 1,623 979 406 1, 385 


Technical includes professional and subprofessional classification. Nontechnical includes CAF, CPA, 
and Wage Board classifications. 


Mr. JENSEN. Would you just briefly tell us the story? 

Mr. McCretian. The Denver office organization, an in August 
1946, totaled about 2,654 people. As of December 1953 it was down 
to 1,395. That is a reduction of about half. 


LOVELL-YELLOWTAIL TRANSMISSION LINE 


Mr. Bupasg. I think the chairman, and other members of the com- 
mittee, will recall that in the early spring of last year this committee 
had quite some discussion with the representatives of the Bureau 
relative to the Lovell-Yellowtail transmission line. I am satisfied 
that there was and still is considerable doubt as to the legality of the 
Bureau proceeding with the construction of that line. This com- 
mittee and the Congress saw fit to deny funds for the current fiscal 
year, for the building of that transmission line. 

Work was continued past the end of the fiscal year, and now the 
contractor has a special bill for his relief before Congress for at least 
$61,700, for work done in fiscal 1954, 

The contractors advised me that they were not advised by the 
Bureau to stop work on that project Hines PP are of 1953, which was 
at least a month after the end of the fiscal year and about 3 or 4 
months after the Bureau must have known about it. 

I am wondering in what position that places the members of this 
committee when they have to vote on this, when the Bureau was 
notified they were not to have any funds. 

I would like Mr. McClellan to tell us if that is a usual situation, or 
just how that is handled. 

Mr. McCue.tian. Mr. Budge, we knew when the bill was passed 
and the conferees’ report became available that Congress had denied 
funds and, as I said before, we proceeded as expeditiously as we could, 
to terminate the contract. 

Mr. Bupa. You must have known. These hearings were released 
to the newspapers on April 23. You must have known during the 
month of April that it was very questionable as to whether the funds 
would be granted or not. 
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Mr. McCuettan. Our legal people had to go through a certain 
procedure to get the contractor to terminate, because of the exhaustion 
of funds, to avoid getting the Bureau into a situation where it would 
have to recognize a lot of claims. 

Mr. Dexuetmmer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to call attention to 
this: That when we have money available as a carryover from the 
previous fiscal year on a particular project, without any definite 
a that we are not going to have funds, or approval to go 

Mr. Bunce. The indication was pretty definite here, back in April. 

Mr. Dexueimer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bunce. And certainly it was definite the first of July, when 
the new fiscal year went into effect. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. For the record, the contractor was notified on 
July 29 of the exhaustion of funds. The bill was approved on July 31, 
or 2 days after the contractor was notified. 

Mr. Bupae. The net result is that, as members of Congress, we have 
voted to deny the Bureau funds to continue that line in fiscal 1954, 
and now we are presented with a bill, through no fault of the con- 
tractor, for some $61,000, which this committee, and the Congress, 
felt should not be spent. 

Mr. Jensen. Let's see if we can clear this thing up. The bill was 
signed by the President on what day? 

Mr. Dexuermer. July 31. 

Mr. Jensen. That is the day the law went into effect. And the 
appropriations were actually and officially made available for that 
year, for fiscal 1954. Was the contractor alerted to the fact that Con- 
gress had denied funds for the continuation of that line, before July 1 
of last vear? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. No, sir, I think he was not, and I believe we were 
operating under a joint resolution, which we often are required to do 
prior to passage of an appropriation, that funds would be available 
in the smallest amount approved by either the House or the Senate. 

Mr. Bupce. The amount was zero, in both bills. No one even 
hinted to the contractor that there was any question that the funds 
would not be available to him for fiscal 1954, according to the state- 
ment which he made to me. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Our specifications provide that his work and the 
contract is entirely dependent upon appropriations beyond the fiscal 

ear, and that there is no liability upon the part of the United States 
or anvthing he does. 

Mr. Bunce. Do you think, then, we should refuse to appropriate 
money for the work that he did at the Bureau’s request? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I think legally he was on notice that funds for 
any work done after July 1, 1954 were dependent on congressional 
action on the 1954 Appropriation Act. 

Mr. Bunce. That certainly leaves everybody in Congress in an 
embarrassing position. 

Mr. Dexuermer. All of our contracts are contingent upon appro- 
priation of funds beyond the current fiscal year. 

Mr. Jensen. But, on the other hand, he had not been notified that 
there was any possibility that the Congress would not appropriate 
the money for the continuation of that line. 

Mr. McCe.ian. He hadn’t been notified formally, no, sir. 
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Mr. Jensen. Up until that time, until the end of July? 

Mr. Dexuermer. He was advised informally. He must have 
known and was advised informally, I am quite sure. It was in all 
the papers. 

r. JENSEN. I don’t think that would suffice. After all, he was 
working under the orders of the Bureau of Reclamation. I doubt 
that the newspaper publicity would suffice in respect to giving the 
contractor information that he should base his actions on, because 
that was not official. 

Mr. Dexuermmer. That is correct, Mr. Chairman, but our con- 
tracts, as I said, specifically provide and put the contractor on notice 
that there is no responsibility on the part of the Government beyond 
the end of the fiscal year. And, if he does any work, it is entirely on 
his own responsibility, unless additional funds are made availabta. 

I think in exercising due diligence, he should have sought advice as 
to whether appropriations might be available beyond June 30. 

Mr. Jensen. And he did not do that? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I think he was probably aware of that condition. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, in view of the statements that were 
made to me by the contractor, and for a proper consideration of this 
private bill that has been introduced for his relief, and in view of the 
fact Mr. McCue.uan has said he was not formally notified, I would 
like to know if anyone in the Bureau informally notified him, and if 
so, who that was. 

Mr. Dexuermmer. I would be glad to make a check on that and 
furnish it to you, Mr. Budge. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

Unirep States DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BurREAv OF RECLAMATION, 


ComMISSIONER’S STAFF OFFICERS, 
Denver, Colo., July 29, 1958. 


C. L. Exxcrric Co., 
Pocatello, Idaho. 


With reference your contract No. 14-06—D-152 dated June 27, 1952, specifica- 
tions DC-—3555 for construction Lovell-Yellowtail 115-kilovolt transmission line, 
transmission division, Wyoming, Missouri River Basin project, it now appears 
that in all likelihood Congress will not provide funds for performance of your 
contract after June 30, 1953. 

L. N. McCLe.ian, 


Chief Engineer, Reclamation Bureau. 


Avaust 3, 1953. 
C-L Execrric Co., 
Pocatello, Idaho: 


On July 29, 1953, you were notified that in all likelihood Congress would not 

rovide funds for performance of your contract No. 14-06-D-152, specifications 

C-3555, construction of Lovell-Yellowtail 115—-kilovolt transmission line, 
transmission division, Wyoming, MRBP, after June 30, 1953. 

On July 31, 1953, the regular Appropriation Act for the fiscal year 1954 enacted. 
The Congress has failed to provide funds for payments for work performed and 
to be performed subsequent to June 30, 1953. No funds are available for per- 
formance of contract construction of said transmission line after that date, and 
no funds are available for inspection and superintendence. In this connection, 
your attention is invited to paragraph 5 of the specifications. 

L. N. 
Chief Engineer, Reclamation Bureau. 


|_| 
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[Telegram] 


Denver, Couo., August 6, 1958. 
C-L Euecrric Co., 
Pocatello, Idaho, 


Reurlet August 5 Lovell-Yellowtail transmission line ppecteetices 3555 MRB 
project. Congress has stipulated no funds, including 1953 carryover funds as 
referred to in appropriations act, can be expended for construction Lovell- 
Yellowtail line after _ 30, 1953. Therefore status of work performed after 
June 30 uncertain and future work clearly at your risk. We are studying ques- 
tions: (1) Whether carryover remaining allocated your contract can be paid for 
work performed after June 30; (2) action to be taker regarding materials. Be- 
lieve conference Denver desirable, as soon as we have had opportunity to stud 

matter, possibly on Wednesday or Thursday next week. Meantime, safeguard- 
ing work and materials your responsibility unless and until you exercise your 
option to terminate contract. Believe to our mutual interest that you collect 
unattached insulators, hardware, and crossarms distributed along line and fill 
open holes. Hope method can be found to compensate you for this work, but can 
give no assurances. Sincerely regret necessity of this notice. Will advise you 


conference date. 
L. N. 
Chief Engineer, Reclamation Bureau. 

Mr. Crosruwair. The final decision of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee became known to us as a result of the conferees’ report, which I 
think came out about July 25, which carried a statement specifically 
that the decision had been reached, and that no funds would be used 
on the Lovell-Yellowtail line. 

+ Mr. Buper. Just a minute. It was said that you are operating 
under a resolution, the limits of which were the smaller amount in 
either bill. Now, the smaller amount in the House bill was certainly 
zero, Which was the limit of your ability to spend funds as of July 1, 
and the Bureau had very good knowledge back in April. 

+ Mr. Jensen. This committee sits here in hearings for weeks and 
months each year. We hear not only officials from the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and every other branch of the Interior Department, but 
we also have before this committee anyone who cares to be heard, 
Congressmen or other people who might be interested in anything that 
pertains to the responsibilities of this committee. 

When we finish hearings, we mark up the bill. We then make 
certain recommendations in our report, and those recommendations 
are not made until we give them a lot of serious study. 

Now, it appears to me that in this instance, the Department paid 
no attention whatever to our recommendation, as it relates to this 
matter. 

I believe I voice the feeling of every member of this committee 
when I say that this problem is to a certain degree, a slap in the face 
to the members of this committee, who have no other purpose in 
mind than to do what is right and, in our judgment, the best for every- 
one concerned. 

The Bureau of Reclamation had due notice when they read our 
report, the report of the House committee. We felt it right and proper 
not to appropriate any more money for the continuation of that line, 
because the information which we received indicated conclusively 
that it was just a waste of the taxpayer’s money. 

If, in the future, the Bureau of Reclamation takes no heed to the 
recommendations of this committee, then there is no point in this 
committee making recommendations. Certainly after the House 
report was published, and in the hands of the Bureau of Reclamation, 
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that contractor should have been alerted. To do otherwise is not 
fair to the contractors, nor to the taxpayers of America, nor this 
committee. 

So, I hope, Mr. Commissioner, that in the future when this com- 
mittee puts in their report, certain recommendations that affect any 
one who does business with the Bureau of Reclamation, or where it 
affects any official of the Bureau of Reclamation or anyone else, that 
they be notified and sent the report of this committee. This way 
they cannot come back and say, ‘We were not officially notified, and 
therefore we have a claim against the Government,” a claim which 
must be extracted from the pockets of the taxpayers of America to 
pay for someone’s mistake. 

Let us have an end to that kind of business. 

Mr. Dexuemer. Mr. Chairman, I will assure you that we will 
watch those things closely, to avoid any repetition of that case. But 
I would like to repeat also that we have added in our specifications a 
provision which does put all contractors on notice, that their contract 
and their operations after the end of the fiscal year are contingent 
upon appropriations for that fiscal year. 

Mr. Jensen. That is all well and good, Mr. Dexheimer, but that 
contractor is entitled to have that information reach him directly 
from you, or some official in the Bureau of Reclamation who has the 
authority to disseminate such information. Certainly the contractor 
is entitled to that. Do you agree? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I do; yes, sir. 

Our problem, of course, is that while this committee may do some- 
thing sometimes, the Senate committee may do something a little 
different, and at what time and just how would we notify him. But 
I want to assure you that we will watch that, to avoid a repetition of 
this particular thing. 

Mr. Kirwan. I want to congratulate the Chief Engineer on his 
statement that the Government is not going to have private people 
do your designing, that you have enough people on the payroll to do 
your own designing. You are to be congratulated that you are not 
having someone take that work and overcharge, so that it would cost 
the taxpayer more. At West Point they have graduated engineers and 
they have even sent them on to Massachusetts Tech for their engineer- 
ing study, but when it comes to building a barracks they take an 
architect, whose fees are way up. If they can turn an engineer out 
of West Point, surely they can turn an architect out. They do their 
own drawing and their own designing. I am glad to hear you say 
that from here on, in your own department down there, you are going 
to do your own designing, that you are not going to go outside to have 
somebody do something for the department and overcharge the Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. McCueguian. Thank you, sir. 


Hieuuicuts or 1955 Estimates 
REHABILITATION 


Mr. Jensen. Now, on page 7 of the justifications, you say that 
the Bureau has a fundamental responsibility for projects not yet 
fully repaid and has to keep on repairing them. 
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On this theory, we will never put the people on their own respon- 
sibility. In other words, it appears to me that the Government stays 
in this picture longer than is necessary, and that we should, at the 
earliest possible time, complete the responsibility of the Government 
to these people, and then turn these projects over to them. I don’t 
think that has been done in the past. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Chairman, we are following a policy of 
ps these over to the water users, to operate, just as fast as they 
will take them, as they are in a position to take them. We meet some 
opposition many times, because they don’t want to control their 
neighbor’s, as is necessary in the division of water, and things of that 


e. 

t think tbis particularly applies to water users not maintaining the 
facilities or repairing them or rehabilitating them as they should, 
in order to get maximum use from those facilities. Inasmuch as the 
Government has a Jarge investment in these structures we want them 
to do this job as efficiently as possible, and we try, in every instance, 
to get them to do it themselves. 

Many of our projects are doing just that. They are providing 
their own money and doing their own rehabilitation. A great many 
of them, of course, cannot provide money for their own rehabilitation, 
in addition to meeting their operation and maintenance and construc- 
tion charges. Therefore, they ask, and many times receive rehabili- 
tation money, and we supervise the work of rehabilitation. 

I can assure you, however, that it is our aim and will continue to 
be our onan to put as much of that burden on the water users, as 
they will accept. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, they are no different than any other group 
of Americans. If they can get the Government to do it, it is to their 
interest, or they at least think it is. 

I also contend that in irrigation districts that have been in operation 
many, many years, the people in could, without a doubt, borrow 
money from banks to rehabilitate these projects, and probably save a 
lot of money in doing so. 

I do not oppose and I don’t think any member of this committee 
would be opposed to having the Bureau of Reclamation give them or 
furnish them the necessary engineering work that has to be done, 
with the understanding that they were to pay a fair sum for the 
engineering job. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Now, on that same page in the justifications, it is shown that the 
Bureau intends to spend $23,154,000 for operation and maintenance 
on 37 projects, while water users will advance only $2,111,546 for 
operation and maintenance on those projects. 

Why can’t we turn those projects over to water users faster and 
get rid of all this work and the overhead that goes with it? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We have now turned over to water users approxi- 
mately seven-eighths of the acreage involved in reclamation projects, 
to operate. We are trying to turn over the rest of it as fast as possible. 

These appropriations for rehabilitation, you understand, are, 
of course, reimbursable. The contracts are approved by the 
Congress—— 

r. JENSEN. We know that. 
Mr. Dexuemmer. This $23 million is mostly for power operations. 
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OPERATION OF POWER FACILITIES 


On the chart which T showed you yesterday, a large percentage of 
that is for the operation of power facilities I think only a small 
percentage is for the operation of irrigation work, which are still 
being operated by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. JENSEN. We are glad to have that information. 

Mr. Bunge. Mr. Chairman, in that connection I wanted to ask 
the Commissioner this question yesterday, when he was making his 
statement: To go back a ways, originally the Bureau of Reclamation 
had practically all of its operation and maintenance costs for irriga- 
tion projects. Any costs for power were incidental and very minor. 
Now, I see that we have reached a point where there is being spent 
in this budget, $7,128,553 for irrigation operation and maintenance, 
and, on the other hand, they are spending more than twice as much, 
$15,513,584, for operation and maintenance for power projects. 

Do you anticipate that that ratio will continue to expand in that 
same direction, as it has? 

Mr. Dexuermmer. According to this chart No. 7, Mr. Budge, our 
operation and maintenance for power is slightly over $10 million, for 
fiscal 1953. Our revenue from power is about $48 million. As we 
increase our power facilities, to some extent our operation and mainte- 
nance costs would increase, but it will not be in proportion at all to 
the power revenues. It will be leveling out, as soon as our power 
facilities are fully in operation. 

We expect, also, that the operation costs on irrigation projects 
will be continually reduced as we turn these over to water users, 
which we are endeavoring to do, to the best of our ability. 

Mr. Bupae. In this budget, you are anticipating spending over 
twice as much for operation and maintenance for power facilities, as 
you are for the irrigation facilities, isn’t that correct? 

Mr. DexHetmer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Krrwan. Are you not now, Mr. Commissioner, reaping some 
of the benefits of the money we have invested in power? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. And we anticipate those revenues will 
continue to grow, and the operation and maintenance costs will 
stabilize at a certain amount for operations. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am not taking any sides, and I mean that sincerely, 
when it comes down to Government or private operation, but the 
facilities are there, isn’t that correct? 

Mr. DexHeIMeErR, Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. And it takes so much money to operate them. 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is right. 

Mr. Kirwan. But the income now is greater than at any time, 
$48 million, which is coming in next year? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That was our income for fiscal 1953. 

Mr. Krrwan. And you expect a greater income for 1954? 

Mr. DexHeIMER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. And to get that size of an income, surely you have 
to spend $10 million to get it. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We have to operate and maintain our power 
plants and transmission lines that we still own. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is what I mean. To get that income, you have 
to incur that much expense. 
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Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. And some of that cost, of course, is 
paid out for wheeling charges to various organizations—— 

Mr. Jensen. That is Bonneville and Southwest excluded—— 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir, just the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Jensen. I say it is exclusive of those. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 


EFFECT OF REHABILITATION PROGRAM ON REPAYMENT 


Mr. Fenton. Going back to the previous question about the 
rehabilitation program, when rehabilitation is authorized, does that 
mean that the time for paying out is extended? 

Mr. Dexuermer. In some cases that is necessary because the 
ability of the irrigators to repay is at a maximum with the payments 
that they are already making, and the only way to provide for 
rehabilitation is an extension of their payout period. 

Most of those payments now have been approved and, as I stated 
yesterday, the payments under those contracts are practically 100 
percent up to date. I think there is less than 1 percent of delinquent 
payments, as of now. 

r. Fenton. How many projects do you have to rehabilitate in 
the coming fiscal year? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. There are 37 projects, or division of projects. 

Mr. Fenton. How far vite | are they toward payment? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Dominy, can you give us some information 
on that? 

Mr. Dominy. Was the question, How nearly complete are we with 
the rehabilitation—— 

Mr. Fenton. How far advanced are those projects toward pay- 
ing out? 

r. Domrny. In the case of many of them, sir, they were 30 and 
40 years along from the time they were first constructed and water 
was available. 

For example, on the Salt River, where we had a rehabilitation and 
betterment project of $6 million, that project was within 10 years 
of having paid out in full the original construction obligation. 

Mr. Fenton. And had already been going on for years? 

Mr. Domriny. Yes, sir. And the reason for the rehabilitation 
requirement was largely due to the fact that wooden structures were 
used, instead of concrete, in many of the earlier projects, and they 
had a life expectency of approximately 40 years. They begain to 
wear out all at once, so that the project couldn’t raise enough money 
to replace them in a short period of time. 

Mr. Fenton. That was a 50-year pay-out program? 

Mr. Domrvy. Well, it was 40 years from the time all the district 
had water. Actually, it is several years from the time the water is 
first available until the district can start to pay and all the farms are 
receiving water. 

Another was the North Platte project, which had been receiving 
water for more than 25 years at the time we started the rehabilitation 
and betterment program. 

Then, the Belle ourche project in South Dakota. That project 
was started in 1906, and there again the rehabilitation program came 
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}s roughly 40 years after water was first delivered through the original 
acuities. 

The Milk River project on the Milk River, in Montana, was also 
one of the older projects. 

So I think the general answer to your question, sir, is that the 
rehabilitation and betterment program has been confined entirely to 
projects completed many, many years ago, and that because of war- 
time conditions, shortage of labor and equipment, and because so 
much of the replacement all had to be done at one time, and couldn’t 
be spread over a period of years—— 

Mr. Fenton. How much more time do you give them to pay out, 
after you rehabilitate? 

Mr. Dominy. Your committee started the rehabilitation and better- 
ment program in fiscal year 1949, with the first appropriation. That 
appropriation raised the question of repayment—that is, it didn’t re- 
solve that—and we had hearings, then, before the legislative commit- 
tees of Congress. Public Law 335, 81st Congress passed in 1949 which 
required the Secretary of the Interior to determine whether the 
moneys appropriated for rehabilitation and betterment could be re- 
covered simultaneously with the existing repayment, and that if he 
determined it could be, then the contract had to be amended so that 
rehabilitation would be paid simultaneously. 

If the Secretary determines, however, that the ability of the water 
users is not great enough to pay the committed amounts under existing 
contracts, and pay on rehabilitation, in addition, then he has the 
authority, after submitting the repayment plan to Congress, if 
neither the Senate or House legislative committees disagrees with his 
— to go ahead and execute the contracts extending the pay-out 

eriod. 

. Now, I think in the majority of cases the determination has been 
made that the irrigation districts needed somewhat longer time. In 
other words, they couldn’t pay concurrently. That was not uni- 
versally true. The Salt River project, for example, started picking 
= its rehab amounts immediately, in addition to their existing 
obligation. North Platte and Belle Fourche had to be extended at 
the end of the payment period. 

But, in each case the Secretary has to make a study of their financial 
situation, and that finding is reported by letter to the congressional 
committees. 

INTEREST CHARGES 


Mr. Fenton. Are there any interest charges on those? 

Mr. Domrny. No, sir, those are interest free. 

Mr. Fenton. It is a pretty good deal. 

Mr. Domrny. It is a good deal, and it has been very beneficial to 
the reclamation projects. 

Mr. Fenton. I mean it is a pretty good deal individually. I 
recall very distinctly when that was brought up before the committee. 
And it could develop into a racket, I believe. 

Mr. Dominy. Well, sir, that is one of the problems of administer- 
ing the rehabilitation and betterment program, and we have been 
very cognizant of it. Your question could be stated: Has there been 
any effort to shift regular operation and maintenance over to a de- 
ferred rehabilitation and betterment program, with congressional ap- 
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ropriation? And I think our regional offices, and our project people 
ae guarded against that type of thing. The only rehabilitation and 
betterments that we have approved are those that can actually be 
demonstrated to be beyond the ability of the irrigation districts to 
do in the current annual operation and maintenance program. 

Mr. Fenton. I hope the Commissioner and the Reclamation Bu- 
reau will carefully watch that. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Mr. Chairman, in connection with Dr. Fenton’s 
question, I have here a statement of construction and rehabilitation 
charges, paid and unpaid, as of June 30, 1953, which I would be glad 
to submit for the record, which shows the total value of contracted 
repayment, matured charges, the charges which have been paid, those 
which are unpaid to date, and showing an overall for all of our projects 
of 99.1 percent paid up on time, 

If you wish this for the record, on individual projects, I would be 
glad to submit it. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, that will be inserted in the record. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Statement of construction and renin charges paid and unpaid as of June 80, 
1953 


Fiscal year Total 


Total value | Fiscal year 
State and project of contracted | 1953 matured | 1953 matured} charges penny 


163) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
CONSTRUCTION 
Total as of June 30, 1952__...__...-..--.- $612, 397, 545 | $99,099,327 | $97, 840, 358 | $1, 258, 969 98.7 
Prior year matured charges liquidated 
or adjusted in fiscal year —9%62, 537 —439,026 | 511 
na: 
Arizona-California: Yuma _ (including 
24, 502 83, 216 79, 782 3, 434 96.0 
California: : 
Cachuma 


100.0 


Rathdrum Prairie-Post Falls__. 
Kansas: Missouri River Basin 
Montana’ 


88 S555. 5 
— 


Montana-North Dakota: Lower Yellow- 
Nebraska: Mirage Flats...............-- 000 
North Platte..-...-. —1, 976, 379 6, 626, 038 
evada: 


335 


coo ooo 


| 
Cs BihriiacningnninboargdenGowngas 23, 704 39, 527 30, 846 8, 681 75.2 ; 
Colorado: 
95, 529 60, 471 100.0 
Idaho: 
547, 160 531, 473 15, 687 97.1 
Minidoka... 1, 209, 483 1, 175, 538 1, 107, 125 68, 413 94.1 
OS SS ae —245, 184 68, 484 60, 226 8, 258 
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Statement of construction and rehabilitation charges paid and unpaid as of June 30, 


1953—Continued 
Fiscal year Total 
Total value | Fiscal year 
State and project of contracted | 1953 matured —— — phos 
repayment charges 
paid unpaid 
@ (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
CONSTRUCTION ti d 
New Mexico: 
New Mexico-Texas: Rio Grande. 223, 185 100.0 
Oklahoma: W. C. ~665 82, 000 100.0 
Oregon: ‘ 
36, 157 2.714 33, 443 7.5 
Oregon-California: Klamath_............ —351 138, 453 126, 976 11, 477 91.7 
Oregon-Idaho: Owyhee-.-...............- 1, 681, 054 140, 693 81, 475 59, 218 57.9 
South Dakota: 
Missouri River Basin: Angostura 


Rapid Valley- 
Texas: Balmorhea 
Utah: 


San 
Scofiel 
Strawberry Valley. is 
Washington: 
16, 076 6, 747 6, 482 265 96.0 
468, 908 465, 728 3, 180 99.3 
Wyoming: 
Subtotal, construction............- 676, 792,146 | 109, 530,450 | 108, 578, 398 952, 052 99.1 
REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT 
Total as of June 30, 1952. .........-.---.. 15, 899, 172, 590 170, 611 1,979 98.8 
Prior year matrued charges liquidated 
593.715 116. 655 87. 370 79, 285 32.0 
California: Orland. ...........<ss<00-.-. - 12, 932 12, 398 534 96.7 
North Platte.....- —4, 352, 12, 491 11, 287 1, 204 87.0 
regon: 
Arnold —4, 465 5, 859 100.0 
725. 000 51, 381 100.0 
Wyoming: 380, 000 
Subtotal, rehabilitation and bet- 
terment... 13, 964, 042 374, 408 293. 385 81. 023 90.1 
Grand total... 690, 756,188 | 109,904,858 | 108,871,783 | 1,033.075 99.1 


12, 500 100.0 
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 
Amounts available for obligation 


1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
Appropriation or estimate: 

Reclamation fund, special] fund... __. $3, 200, 000 $2, 400, 000 $5, 372. 546 
Colora’o River development fund. 500, 000 500, 000 527, 454 
300, 000 100, 000 100, 000 
Total appropriation or ustimate 4, 000, 000 3, 000, 6, 000, 000 
Prior year balance availaple__._. 406, 097 
Reimbursements from non-Federal sources... 31, 360 50, 495 5, 000 
Reimbursements from other accounts... 18, 898 44, 750 38, 000 
Total available for obligation . ..........-.-.-..-...--.-.- 4, 456, 3, 263 043, 000 
Balance available in subsequent year. —214, 018 |_..... 
4, 242, 337 3, 309, 263 043, 000 

Comparative transfer from “Construction and rehabilitation, * 
Total ooligations...... wennsinningeneoes 8, 719, 723 6, 131, 411 6, 043, 000 


Nortge.— Reimbursements from non-Federal sources above are from the reclamation trust fund (Interior 


Department Appropriation Act, 1954). 


Obligations by activities 


Description 1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
Direct Obligations 
1. Engineering and economic investigations: 
$20, 021 $98, 784 $176, 533 
b) Basin surveys ......-.... 3, 217, 545 1, 629, 401 , 523, 000 
(e) Project 2, 197, 027 2, 041, 149 2, 130, 467 
(d) General engineering and research. .................- 232, 546 182, 982 175, 000 
2. Advance planning: 
a) Canadian River project, Texas. ........--..---..-.-. 207, 041 21, 000 50, 000 
project, Trinity River division, 
: 100, 000 
c) “Colorado.._. 75, 000 
{ Kern River proj , California. 5, 000 
e) Kings River project, California__-__.- 5, 000 
Middle Rio Grande project, New Mexico. a 103, 370 
) Minidoka project, American Falls power division, 
_ 10, 753 7, 669 4, 000 
(h) Missouri River Basin: 
Ainsworth unit, Nebraska..................--- 159, 095 150, 000 150, 000 
Bighorn unit, Ww oming 
286 5, 000 10, 000 
Charley Creek. a 877 2, 000 5, 000 
Colgate unit, Montana.............-........... 28, 716 10, 000 15, 000 
Crosby- Mohall unit, North 
East Bench unit, Montana.................--.- 66, 638 52, 000 75, 000 
Elm Coulee unit, 21, 430 
Farwell unit, Nebraska....._____-...-..-..---- 249; 656 261, 300 , 000 
Garrison diversion unit, oe eee eee 480, 667 450, 000 
Hanover unit, Wyoming eaheewansaihescpkoiened 17, 905 5, 000 9, 000 
Helena Valley unit, Montana. ................. 25, 804 10, 000 10, 000 
Moorhead unit, Montana.........-............ 12, 262 20, 000 1, 000 
Narrows unit, Colorado. 71, 369 45, 000 50, 000 
Nickwall unit, Montana. .. 4, 691 3, 000 6, 000 
Oahe unit, South Dakota. . 407, 803 293, 000 380, 000 
Ow! Creek unit, Wyoming. 10, 527 
Sadie Flat unit, Montana_. 
Sargent unit, Nebraska... -- 282, 652 45, 000 25, 000 
Seven Sisters unit, Montana 
Shoshone Extensions unit, Wyoming..........- 086 30, 000 25, 000 
Subtotal, Missouri River Basin. ............- 2, 105, 627 1, 598, 667 1, 511, 000 
4i) Provo River project, Deer Creek division, Utah... 3, 509 AES 
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Obligations by activities—Continued 


Description 1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
Direct Obligations—Continued 
3. Investigations of existing projects. ._.........-......-..-.-.- 294 $40, 667 $150, 000 
249, 486 100, 950 100, 000 
5. Prior year balance of advances to chief engineer, Denver, 
Colo., and centralized project activities in the regional 
8, 689, 918 6, 072, 661 6, 005, 000 
Obligations Payable Out of Reimbursements From Other 
Accounts 
1, Engineering and investigations: 
c) Project investigations.._.............- 10, 496 6, 750 8,000 
2. Advance planning: Missouri River Basin__- 5, J 
Total obligations payable out of reimbursements from 
29, 805 58, 750 38, 000 
8, 719, 723 6, 131, 411 6, 043, 000 
Obligations by objects 
Object classification 1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
RUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
Summary of Personal Services 
Total number of permanent positions -......................- 1, 725 971 1,025 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions. __. 39 24 28 
Average number of all employees. -...............-..----.---- 1, 402 850 978 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
$4, 687 $4, 927 $4, 910 
Crafts, Am and custodial 
Average grade CPC-5.4 CPC-5.5 CPC-5.5 
Unaseded ¢ positions: Average salary $3, 735 $3,477 $3, 788 
Personal service obligations: 
$6, 481, 608 $4, 044, 052 $4, 787, 090 
125, 659 79, 507 103, 449 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base __........--.....--- 21,172 16, 374 21, 631 
Payment above basic rates . ..............0022222222222. 73, 520 46, 717 56, 454 
Total personal service obligations. ...................... 6, 701, 959 4, 186, 650 4, 968, 824 
Direct Obligations 
6, 688, 511 4, 148, 500 4, 942, 324 
417, 954 244, 885 
03 Transportation of things ..............---.-.--..--...-..- 46, 043 13, 716 19, 730 
04 Communication services 48, 946 32, 881 32, 741 
05 Rents and utility services 49, 634 34, 156 32, 523 
06 Printing and reproduction 44, 907 66, 49, 957 
07 Other contractual services _ ____.__-- 517, 853 1,014, 939 280, 557 
Services performed by other agencies 55, 4 17,4 59, 625 
08 Supplies and materials ___. aa 273, 375 54, 197 149, 814 
09 Equipment. ............. 50, 3 48, 316 184 
10 T.ands and structure: 385, 269 145, 573 67, 500 
13 Refunds, awards, and 4, 660 307 408 
8, 587, 636 5, 937, 499 5. 950, 600 
Deduet ¢ pate for quarters and subsistence... .............-- 24,015 4, 5, 600 
Total direct obligations. _......................-...--.-- 8, 563, 621 5, 932, 599 5, 945, 000 
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Obligations by objects—Continued 


Object classification 


1953 actual 


1954 estimate 


1955 estimate 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION—continued 


Rents and utility ..------. 
Printing and reproduction. 
Other contractual services 


- payable out of reimbursements from 


Total obligations 


ALLOCATION TO FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


Full-time equivalent of all other position: a 
Average number of all employees. ....-- 


Average salaries and grades: 

General schedule grades: 

Average grade 


Personal services: 
Payment above basic rates............................ 


Taxes and assessments. 


Total obligations 


ALLOCATION TO CEOLOCICAL SURVEY 


Total number of permanent positions. _- 
Full-time equivalent of all 
Average number of all employees... 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary. 
Average grade __ od 


01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions 
Other positions. . 
Regular por excess of 52-week 
Payment ve basic rates... 


Total personal services 
Trowel... 
Transportation of things 
Communication services.................----------------- 
Rents and utility services 
Printing and reproduction 
Other contractual services 

Services performed apy other 
Supplies and material: 
Equipment_....... 
Taxes and 


Total oblig 


29, 805 


8. 593, 426 


Rak 


me 


5s 


8 
2 
50 


3/388 


Obligations Payable Out of Reimbursements From other Accounts 3 
$13, 448 $38, 150 $26, 500 
= 4, 500 2, 600 ’ 
2. 580 3, 900 1,000 
1, 386 2, 450 400 ‘ 
11, 435 6, 250 3. 500 
38,000 
01 
100 
187 
1, 797 
1,816 
10 
13 
1 
13 
$4, 553 4 
GS-68 || 
$55, 141 
3. 576 
217 4 
S72 
59, 806 
7, 536 | 
508 
369 q 
282 
288 
3, 213 
7, 297 
3, 592 
174 200 
83, 201 60, 
|S 
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Obligations by objects—Continued 


Object classification 1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
ALLOCATION TO NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Total number of permanent positions. 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average GS8-9.0 


01 Personal services: 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base 


Total personal services 
02 Travel.. 
04 Communication services 
05 Rents and utility services... 


Total obligations........... 
SUMMARY 
Summary of Personal Services 
Total number of permanent positions____..........-.---.----- 


Full-time equivalent of all other positions. 
Average number of all employees 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary 

Crafts, protective, and custodial grades: 
Average salary 
Ungraded positions: Average salary_.................-.--- 


Personal service obligations: 
Permanent positions 
Other positions 
Regular pa 
Payment a 


in excess of 52-week base__._............-..-- 


Total personal service obligations___..._............---- 
Direct Obligations 


Transportation of things. 
Communication services. 
Rents and utility services_............-.-.------- 
Printing and reproduction 
Other contractual services 
Services performed by other agencies_.............- 
Lands and structures... 
Refunds, awards, and 


01 
Transportation of 
Communication 
Rents and utility services................-- 
Printing and reproduction 
Other contractual services 
Supplies and 
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payable out of reimbursements from 
ot 


1, 748 992 1, 033 
41 28 29 

1, 422 874 987 

$4, 979 $4, 752 $4, 759 
GS-7.8 GS-7.1 GS-7.0 

$3, 437 $3, 5 $3, 

CPC-5.6 CPC-5.5 CPC-5.8 
$3, 735 $3, 477 $3, 788 

$6, 567, 047 %, 133, 402 $4, 826, 990, 
132, 535 88, 007 106, 649 
21, 397 16. 674 21, 731 

74, 636 46, 717 56, 454 
6,795,615 | 4, 284, 800 5, O11, 824 
6, 782, 167 4, 246, 650 4, 985, 324 
429, 439 266, 870 250, 485 
40, 601 14, 526 20, 130 

49, 512 33, 431 32, 941 

50, 124 34, 406 32, 623 

45, 382 66, 915 50. 057 
522, 863 1, 022, 439 282, 957 
55, 596 17, 443 59, 625 
282, 488 167, 444 155, 214 
53, 982 55, 316 66, 884 
386, 269 145, 573 67, 500 

4, 660 307 408 

10, 850 6, 241 6,452 

8, 713, 933 6,077, 561 6, 010, 600 
24) 015 4, 900 5, 600 

8, 689, 918 6, 072, 661 6, 005, 000 
13, 448 38, 150 26, 500 
640 4, 500 2, 600 

313 
2, 580 3, 900 i, 000 
1,386 2) 450 400 

11, 435 6, 250 3, 500 

29, 805 58, 750 38, 000 
8,719,723 | 6,131,411 6, 043, 000. 


42590—54— pt. 24 


5, 072 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
4 08 
09 
10 
13 
15 
; Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence - -.....-......---- 
Total direct obligations.........-.-..-------------------| 
| 
q Obligations Payable Out of Reimbursements From Other Accounts 
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Analysis of expenditures 

1953 actual | 1954estimate | 1955 estimate 
Unliquidated obligations, start of year.............-.-..-...-- $550, 130 $485, 530 $730, 518 
‘Obligations incurred during the year................-.--....-- 4, 242, 337 3, 309, 263 6, 043, 000 
— 4, 792, 467 3, 794, 793 6, 773, 548 
50, 258 95, 245 43, 000 
Unliquidated obligations, end of year...................-- 485, 530 730, 548 1, 148, 548 
4, 256, 679 2, 969, 000 5, 582, 000 

Expenditures are distributed as follows: 
Out of current authorizations. ._..........-.---.----.----- } 4, 256, 679 { 2, 319, 000 4, 882, 000 
Out of prior enthorisstions................................. 650, 000 700, 000 


Mr. Jensen. Congress allowed $3 million in fiscal 1954 for general 
investigations. The Bureau of Reclamation has requested $6 million 
for fiscal 1955, an increase of $3 million. However, this is actually a 
net increase of only $370,000, since $2,630,000 is for work previously 
carried under the construction appropriation. Is that correct? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. We had funds from construction re- 
habilitation of $2,550,961, in addition to the $3 million which was 
appropriated. 

r. JENSEN. How many projects are now completed through each 
investigating stage? You divide your investigations into categories, 
I believe, do you not? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. Mr. Bennett, I believe, can give you 
that summary. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. We have our investigations divided into 
three major stages: Reconnaissance, economic and engineering in- 
vestigations, and advanced planning. 

We have contemplated for fiscal year 1955, a total of 141 investiga- 
tions, active, of all categories. 

Mr. Jensen. What has already been completed, or will be completed 
by the end of fiscal 1954? 

Mr. Bennett. The number of investigations completed, you mean? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, completed in various stages. 

Mr. Bennett. We anticipate during fiscal year 1954, 41 investiga- 
tions will be completed. Now, those are of all categories. That 
doesn’t give you a shelf for projects at all. 


COMPLETED INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Jensen. How many have been completed, in the actual 
planning stages? 

Mr. Io ll You mean which have culminated in a report or 
something of that sort, which have ended up in a report which is 
now before the Congress? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. Is that report now available? 

Mr. Bennett. In fiscal year 1953, we submitted to the Congress 
nine completed reports. Ape 

In fiscal year 1954 we have already submitted 3, and we anticipate 
that there will be at least 8 more. There are now 8 reports being 
reviewed 

Mr. Jensen, That gives you 20 projects, where investigations have 
been completed in all stages and are ready to go, if Congress authorizes 
them, is that right? 
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Mr. Bennett. That is right. They are ready for authorization. 
There is still some advance planning to be done on them. 

Mr. JensEN. I think it would be well to put that table in the 
record, showing these projects. 

Mr. Bennett. I can give you a list of the names of those particular 
projects, sir. 

Mr. JeENsEN. You may supply that for the record. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Fieip INVESTIGATIONS COMPLETED IN FiscaL Year 1953 


ENGINEERING AND ECONOMIC INVESTIGATIONS 


Reconnaissance: 
Central Valley project (ultimate plan), Sacramento River Division: 
1 Palo Cedro unit. 


2. Pack Creek project, Utah 
3. Yelm project, Washington 
Basin surveys: 
1. Washita River subbasin, Oklahoma, Texas 
Project investigations: 
1. Balmorhea project, Texas 
2. Central Arizona project, Arizona, New Mexico 
Central Valley project (ultimate plan), California, Kings River Divi- 
sion: 
3. Pine Flat power unit 
Sacramento River division: 
4 Clikapudi unit 
5. Upper San Joaquin River division 
6. Crooked River project, Oregon 
7. Lower Nueces River project, Texas 
8. Nueces River power project, Texas 
Orland project, California: 
9. Stony Gorge power division 
10. Palo Verde Mesa coordinating investizations, California, Arizona 
11. Victor project, California 
‘General engineering and research: 
Agricultural surpluses and land development 
Benefit-cost study (secondary benefits) 
Print hydrological bibliography 
Print report on high-voltage transmission gri! for Western United States 
Lake Mead water-loss investigations 


ON 


ADVANCE PLANNING 


Provo River project, Utah, Deer Creek powerplant 
Middle Rio Grande project, New \‘exico 


INVESTIGATIONS OF EXISTING PROJECTS 


1, Milk River project, Montana, rehabilitation survey 
Newlands project, Nevada: 
2. Financial adjustments 
Owvhee project, Oregon: 
3. Financial adjustments 
Salt River project, Arizona: 
4. Land pattern survey 
Umatilla project, Oregon, Hermiston and West Extension Irrigation 
Districts: 
5. Financial adjustments 


ALASKAN INVESTIGATIONS 


1. Susitna River Basin reconnaissance 
Total, 28 investigations completed in fiscal year 1953 
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January 5, 1954, 
FIELD INVESTIGATIONS SCHEDULED FOR COMPLETION IN FiscaL YEAR 1954 


ENGINEERING AND ECONOMIC INVESTIGATIONS \ 
Henrys Fork project, Wyoming 
2 Spokane Valley project, Washington 
Basin 
Pajaro River Basin, Calif. 
2 San Luis Obispo County Basin, Calif. 
3. Cannonball division, Missouri River Basin project, North Dakota ! 
Project investigations: 
Laker project, Oregon: 
Upper division 
: Bitterroot V alley project, Montana 
— Valley project (ultimate plan), California, Sacramento River 
ivision: 
Sacra’nento canals power unit 
Trinity River division 
Chief Joseph Dam project, Washington: 
Brewster Fiat, shoreline pumping and Bridgeport bar divisions 
Dixie project, Utah 
. East Cache project, Idaho, Utah 
Fort Mohave project, Nevada 
. Fruitgrowers roject extension, Colorado 
. Kalispell project, Montana 
. Michaud Flats project, Idaho 
. Pendleton proje ect, Oregon 


n= 


— 


Rathdrum Prairie project, Idaho: 
13. Prairie division 

Rogue River HKasin project, Oregon: 
14. Talent division 

Union Peak division: 
15. Cascade Gorge unit 

San Luis Valley project, Colorado: 
16. Closed basin division 
Weminuche Pass division 


18. Santa Margarita project, California 

, Snake River project, Idaho, Oregon: 

19. Hells Canyon division 

20. Mountain Sheep division 

21. Savery-Pot Hook Yt Colorado, Wyoming 

22. Sublette project, Wyoming 

23. Trinidad project, Colorado 

24. Willamette Valley storage utilization project, Oregon 
General Engineering and Research: 

1. Small projects—western Montana 


ADVANCE PLANNING 


1. Stipek unit, Montana! 
2. Yellowtail unit, Montana, Wyoming ! 


1 Financed with allotments from construction and rehabilitation appropriations for the Missouri River 
Basin project. 


} 


783 


INVESTIGATIONS OF EXISTING PROJECTS 


Arnold project, Oregon: 
Rehabilitation survey 
Gila project, Arizona, Yuma Mesa division: 
North and South Gila Valley, rehabilitation survey 
North Gila Valley, land-pattern survey 
Grand Valley project, Colorado, Loma extension division: 
Financial adjustments 
Humboldt project, Nevada: 
Financial adjustments 
Ogden River project, Utah: 
ehabilitation survey 
Strawberry Valley project, Utah 
Rehabilitation survey (special study) 
Umatilla project, Oregon, unreserved space, McKay Dam: 
Financial adjustments 


ALASKAN INVESTIGATIONS 


1. Swan Lake project, Alaska 
2. Wickersham project, Alaska 


Total, 41 investigations scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1954. 


PLANNING Reports FoRWARDED TO CoNGRESS (ON Dates SHOwN) 
FiscaL YEAR 1953 


ENGINEERING AND ECONOMIC INVESTIGATIONS 


Project investigations: 
Boise project, Idaho, Payette Division, Payette Heights Unit (March 13, 
1953)? 


Central Valley project, California: 

Sacramento River Division, Sacramento Canals Unit (January 19, 1953). 
House Document 73, 83d Congress (authorized by an act of Congress 
September 26, 1950, and a subsequent finding of feasibility by the 
Secretary of the Interior January 19, 1953). 

Trinity River Division (January 2, 1953). House Document 53, 83d 
Congress (authorized by a finding of feasibility by the Secretary of 
the Interior January 2, 1953). 

Deschutes project, Oregon. Domestic water system (November 19, 1952). 

Fort Gibson project, Oklahoma (March 4, 1953) 2 

Fryingpan-Arkansas project, Colorado (June 9, 1953). House Document 
187, 83d Congress. 

Lower Nueces River project, Texas (May 18, 1953).? 

Provo River project, Utah, Deer Creek Division, Deer Creek Powerplant 
(September 10, 1952). House Document 37, 83d Congress (authorized 
by a finding of feasibility by the Secretary of the Interior on August 20, 
1951). 

North Platte project, Nebraska, Fort Laramie Division, Braziel Dam and 
Reservoir (March 5, 1953)? 


PLANNING Reports FoRWARDED TO ConcrREss (ON Dates SHowN) DvRING 
FiscaL Year 1954 


ENGINEERING AND ECONOMIC INVESTIGATIONS 
Basin surveys: 
Washita River subbasin, Oklahoma, Texas (July 29, 1953). House Docu- 
ment 219, 83d Congress. 
Project investigations: 
Santa Maria project, California (July 20, 1953). House Document 217, 
83d Congress. 
Clikapudi Unit, Sacramento River Division, Central Valley project (ulti- 
mate plan), California (December 14, 1953) .3 


3 This report does not include recommendations for authorizations for construction. 
4 This report does not include recommendations for authorization for construction. 
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Prosect PLANNING Reports FoRWARDED TO THE PRESIDENT (ON DatEs SHowN) 
AND STILL UNDER REVIEW BY THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Canton project, Oklahoma ieswery, 17, 1953 and November 27, 1953). 

Chief Joseph project, Washington: Brewster Flat, Shoreline Pumping and Bridge- 
port Bar Divisions (January 7, 1954). 

Colorado River Storage project and participating projects, Colorado, New Mexico, 
Utah, Wyoming, Arizona, (December 4, 1952 and December 10, 1953). 


Prosect PLANNING Reports REVIEWED BY THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Brownwood project, Texas (January 20, 1954).4 
Sequin project, Washington, (January 20, 1954.)4 
Swan Lake project, Alaska (January 19, 1953). 


Prosect PLANNING Reports SUBMITTED TO AFFECTED STATES AND FEDERAL 
AGENCIES FOR REVIEW (ON DaTEs SHOWN) 


ENGINEERING AND ECONOMIC INVESTIGATIONS 


Reconnaissance: 
i western investigation (preliminary reconnaissance) (December 18; 
Project investigations: 
Balmorhea project, Texas (October 19, 1953).5 
Rio Grande and Weminuche Pass Divisions, San Luis Valley project, Colorado 
(May 11, 1953). 


Reports ON PorTeNnTIAL ProsEects SCHEDULED FOR COMPLETION 
IN FiscaL YEAR 1954 


1. Baker project, Upper Division, Oregon. 
2. Balmorhea pros. Texas (report completed and submitted to affected 
States and Federal agencies for review October 19, 1953). 
Chief Joseph Dam project, Washington. 
. Brewster Flat Shoreline Pumping and Bridgeport Bar Divisions (report com- 
pleted and submitted to affected States and Federal agencies July 15, 1953). 
. Crooked River project, Oregon. 
. Dixie project, Utah. 
. East Cache project, Idaho, Utah. 
. Fruitgrowers Dam project extension, Colorado. 
. Goose Lake project, Oregon. 
Gooseberry project, Utah. 
10. Klamath aes extensions, California, Oregon. 
11. Michaud Flats project, Idaho. 
12. Rathdrum Prairie project, Prairie Division, Idaho. 
13. Rouge River Basin project, Talent Division, Oregon. 
14. Washoe project, Initial Phase, California, Nevada. 


4 This report does not include recommendations for authorization for construction. 
4 This report does not include recommendations for authorization for construction. 
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ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FOR INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Bunce. Mr. Commissioner, of this $6 million in the budget for 
general investigations, do vou have funds there which you can allocate 
to other investigations, other than what are listed in your justifications 
on pages 23 and 24? 

or example, I am thinking of the investigation which is being con- 
ducted in region 1, in the Boise Valley and Mountain Home Desert. 
That investigation is currently underway, but I don’t see any funds 
scheduled in there for that. I just use that as an example. 

Mr. Bennett. Our investigation funds are general in nature, with 
the exception of the moneys from the Colorado River development 
funds, me are confined to the States of Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, 
and New Mexico. And they are allotted on the basis of programs. 
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Mr. Bupae. In other words, you are not restricted to the items 
mentioned on pages 23 and 24 of the justifications? 

Mr. Bennett. No, sir. 

Mr. Bupesr. And, if you desire to spend money to continue this 
particular investigation which I have mentioned, the funds would be 
available? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Mr. Dexuermer. So far as we can make them available, without 
jeopardizing some other projects. 

Mr. Bupeer. There is discretion within the Bureau? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes. 


NEED OF THOROUGH INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Kirwan. I want to say I am glad to see you asking for a 4- 
percent increase in general investigations; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes; approximately 4 percent. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am very, very glad that you are doing that, and I 
would prefer to see a couple more million in this request. I would 
rather see $2 million or $3 million more for investigations in order to 
have good, sound projects. 

So T a happy to see you have a 4-percent increase. It is my 
belief that you are on the right track. 

Mr. Dexnermer. I feel very strongly, Mr. Kirwan, that these 
projects must be adequately financed, and that we should be in a 
position to have a good investigation of them prior to the time that 
we are ready to seek authorization, and not have very meager data 
to support a project. 

I also feel very strongly that now, while our construction appropri- 
ations are reduced, we need money for investigations, to be ready, 
and to have a thorough engineering job on these at the same time. 

Mr. Krrwan. That is the thought I have. And I feel the investi- 
gation is the cheapest part of a project. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. And even with the money that is in 
this budget, we will cut down on the number of investigations that 
we are able to carry on next year, over those that we were doing this 
year. We are trying to be selective in those and pick out the better 
ones, and the ones that we can complete. 

But we are going to have to turn down many of these requests 
that we get, ped some of them, we think, are good projects, and we will 
have to schedule our work on the amount of money that is available. 

Mr. Krrwan. I would hate to see you turn any down. I am sorry 
that there is not enough money here, whether it is spent or not spent. 
It is up to you people. If a project comes in, I think you should have 
the money to go out and investigate it. 

As I say, the cheapest part of a project is the investigation, because 
if the work continues, a good investigation saves many and many a 
dollar later on in the project. 


INSUFFICIENT INVESTIGATIONS OF DAVIS DAM 


Mr. JensEN. I remember well what happened at Davis Dam, when 
sufficient investigations had not been carried on to determine the 
soundness of the underlying strata on which that dam was built. It 
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was finally discovered there was a fault in the rocks underlying the 
place where the dam was to be constructed. It was then necessary 
to go in there and spend, I am sure, over $10 million, to force concrete 
into the faults of those rocks, by drilling holes hundreds of feet deep, 
and applying hydraulic pressure to force cement into those faults. 

That is possibly the best example that has been brought to the 
attention of this committee that expresses the need for complete and 
thorough investigations. That instance really brought it forceably to 
the attention of this committee that there was need for proper research 
and investigations of where these great dams are to be built. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Chairman, I am very personally aware of 
that problem at Davis Dam. I was appointed by the Bureau to a 
consulting board in 1947, with Dr. Savage, to study that particular 
problem of seeing what could be done with that particular foundation. 
And, at that time, of course, we had so much expenditure in that site 
that it was impractical to abandon it, although that was very definitely 
considered. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

Mr. Dexnermer. We took the only alternative available at that 
time, and it cost considerable money, as you say. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you know approximately what it did cost? We 
were told it cost over $10 million. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I think the figure is closer to $6 million for that 
additional work. 

Mr. Jensen. For everything? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. For the additional work that was required to 
overcome our foundation difficulties. 

Mr. Jensen. And construction was held back for a little over a 

ear. 
Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir; it took a little over a year to remedy 
the foundation conditions, and of course that delay cost something 
additional, and then of course the lack of revenue from the power- 
plant was an additional item. 

There are many projects we feel the same way about, and that is 
why I am very much aware of the need for sound advance planning 
and time enough to get these things done. 

Mr. Fenton. Is there any work being held up now at Davis Dam? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. No. Davis Dam was completed and those units 
have been put into operation. In fact, 15-percent overload have 
been put on them for sometime, now. 

Mr. Fenton. I mean any of the defects that were found there. Is 
that completely remedied? 

_ Mr. Dexuermer. So far as I know, it is entirely satisfactory; yes, 
sir. 
ALASKAN INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. Jensen. Senator Edward Martin, chairman of the Committee 
on Public Works, of the Senate, wrote on November 18, 1953, the 
following letter, and I think it is of sufficient importance to read that 
letter which he wrote to Mr. Dodge, the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

It reads: 

My Dear Mr. Director: I should like to call your attention to an instance 


of duplication of budget estimates and expenditures in the executive branch 
relating to a matter which comes under the legislative jurisdiction of the Com- 
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mittee on Public Works. Duplicate budget estimates for this item have been 
submitted to Congress for several years past. It seems to me that it is now 
time to correct this duplication. 

This item relates to investigations for the development of waterpower resources 
of Alaska by the Bureau of Reclamation, and examinations and surveys of harbors 
and rivers in Alaska in the interest of navigation, flood control, hydroelectric 
power, and related water uses, by the Corps of Engineers. The latter survey 
was authorized in accordance with proper legislative processes in the River and 
Harbor and Flood Control Act of 1948. It was approved for inclusion in that 
act by the Committee on Public Works for both Houses of Congress which are 
the only two committees in Congress charged with jurisdiction over legislation 
dealing with waterpower. 

The investigations by the Bureau of Reclamation were brought about appar- 
ently without any substantive legislative authorization. They stemmed from an 
peor eaere estimate included in the annual budget for the fiscal year 1949. 

his estimate apparently omitted any reference to legislative authorization or 
lack thereof. I do not know why this estimate was approved by the Bureau of 
the Budget without legislative authorization. 

Subsequently, it appears that each annual budget has included funds for these 
studies for both agencies. This seems to be a clear case of duplication at least with 
respect to waterpower studies to which the Bureau of Reclamation’s investigations 
were to be confined according to the language in the 1949 appropriation. In the 
1950 budget and appropriation, the language was changed by deleting the word 
“power,” thus opening the way for investigation of all water resources, again 
without any legislative authorization. At that time, no reference was made to 
the ultimate total cost of these investigations. However, during the hearings on 
the appropriation bill for 1954, statements were presented by the Bureau of 
Reclamation showing the total ultimate cost of the Alaska investigations to be 
$7,062,303. As far as I know, this was the first time that information was given to 
Congress that it had embarked upon a $7 million power study in Alaska without 
legislative authorization. 

Up to the present time, the Bureau of Reclamation has spent or allocated a total 
of about $850,000 for its investigations in Alaska. At the same time, the Corps of 
Engineers has spent or allocated almost exactly the same amount for the com- 
prehensive investigations authorized in the River and Harbor and Flood Control 
i 4 a The total ultimate cost of the Corps of Engineers’ study is about 

I have been told that the Bureau of Reclamation established a new office and 
organization in Alaska for these studies. However, the Corps of Engineers 
has had an office in Alaska for many years handling both civil and military 
construction activities. It seems to me that the establishment of a new Bureau 
of Reclamation office to carry on investigations without legislative authorization 
which duplicate studies being made by the Corps of Engineers under proper 
legislative authorization is a prime example of waste and disregard for correct 
legislative processes. 

I hope that this duplication will be eliminated from the budget for the coming 
year. If the executive branch believes it desirable for the Bureau of Reclamation 
or any other Federal agency to engage in activities relating to the development 
of hydroelectric power or other water resources in Alaska, I believe that recom- 
mendations on that subject should be presented to the Congress for proper 
legislative consideration. 

With kindest regards, believe me, 

Very sincerely, 
EpwaRp MaRTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works. 


Senator Martin sent a copy of that letter and Mr. Dodge’s reply, 
to Mr. Taber, chairman of the House Appropriations Committee, on 
December 2, 1953. Mr. Dodge replied to Senator Martin’s letter on 
December 1, 1953: 


My Dear Senator Martin: Your letter of November 18 calls attention to 
the duplication of the activities of the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of 
Engineers in the investigation of the waterpower resources of Alaska. 

According to our information, both the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
Reclamation have submitted reports recommending certain water-resource 
projects in Alaska. 
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The Department of the Interior has an established fundamental interest and 
responsibility in Alaskan administration and development. However, it appears 
that the investigation activity referred to and engaged in by the Bureau of 
Ragemetion: has been provided for by appropriation language and not by statutory 
authority. 

The Secretary of the Interior has been asked to reexamine the situation to 
determine if it is necessary for the Bureau of Reclamation to continue its investi- 
gative work. If it is believed to be necessary, the Secretary has been requested 
to recommend and submit basic authorizing legislation to the Bureau of the 
Budget so that the views of other Federal agencies can be obtained and then 
submitted to the Congress in the usual manner for its consideration. 

Any amount included in the fiscal year 1955 budget will be the estimate for the 
needs to complete those surveys now under way by June 30, 1955. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. Donap, Director. 

Do you have any comments on that, Mr. Dexheimer? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Our investigations in Alaska, outside of the Eklutna ge have, 
up to June 30, cost $712,664. Your figures are essentially correct. 
_ We recognize the need for legislative authorization for our further 
investigations up there, and we would like to propose to the legislative 
committees that they pass such legislation. 


COOPERATION WITH THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


I can assure you that we have not in any way duplicated the work 
being carried on by the Army. We have cooperated in the field and 
in Washington completely, so that there is no duplication. 

There must be a great deal of work, such as stream gaging, geological 
work, and economic investigation, carried on prior to settling down 
on any particular project. The Army has carried on some of that 
work, and we have cooperated and used exchange data with them, 
all the way through. 

We have changed our district manager in Alaska, in order to bring 
our operations as closely in line as possible with our present authoriza- 
tions and policies. We-have talked with the Army, and it is my under- 
standing, informally, that they do not intend to continue very much 
investigation on civil works in Alaska. They feel, I think, that the 
projects which are now possible of investigation and development could 
very well be done by the Bureau of Reclamation. They are engaged, 
of course, in a considerable military construction program, which is 
now tapering off, and their program in Alaska, so far as other investi- 
gations, has been rather minor. 


POWER IN ALASKA 


Mr. Jensen. I want to say this: I am sure I speak for the members 
of this committee when I say we certainly don’t want an investigation 
into the water and power resources of Alaska to come to an end. We 
think it is a very necessary investigation. When the committee 
visited Alaska, in 1945, we saw a great need for hydroelectric power 
or additional electric energy in some form. I said to the Bureau o 
Reclamation officials, who accompanied us to Alaska, that certainly 
I thought the Bureau of Reclamation should do something about 
getting more power, more electric energy in Alaska. 

There are many reasons for that. We had military establishments 
up there that needed electric energy. It was plain to see that the lack 


of electric energy was a deterrent to the functions of the military, to 


789 


say nothing about the functions of industry, homes, and business 
establishmenis. It was plain enough to see that until there is more 
electric energy in Alaska, no one would risk building private plants 
and factories of any kind in Alaska. 

I bring this to your attention primarily for the purpose of asking 
you to make sure there is not a duplication in these investigations 

etween the Army engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. But, 
above all else, I don’t want anyone to accuse this committee of not 
wanting the investigations carried on under the supervision of the 
proper Federal agency. 


CORPS OF ENGINEERS PROJECTS IN ALASKA 


Will you insert in the record a list of projects in Alaska for which 
there is investigation money in the Corps of Engineers 1955 budget? 
Do you have that information? If you don’t have it, you may supply 
it for the record. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


In response to the chairman’s instructions, the Bureau of Reclamation requested 
of Brig. Gen. C. H. Chorpening, Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works, a 
statement on the investigation program of the Corps of Engineers in Alaska. 
Under date of Feburary 9, General Chorpening incorporated the following 
information in a letter to the Bureau of Reclamation: 

“As you are aware, the Corps of Engineers has underway a comprehensive 
investigation of the water resources of Alaska pursuant to the provisions of the 
Flood Control Acts of 1948 and 1950. The 1948 act authorized preliminary exami- 
nations and surveys of ‘harbors and rivers in Alaska, with a view to determining 
the advisability of improvements in the interests of navigation, flood control, 
hydroelectric power, and related water uses.’ The 1950 act amended this provi- 
sion of the 1948 act by adding: ‘and that Federal investigations and improve- 
ments of rivers and other waterways in Alaska, for navigation, flood control, 
hydroelectric power, and allied purposes shall be continued uncer the jurisdiction 
of and shall be prosecuted by the Department of the Army uncer the direction of 
the Secretary of the Army and the supervision of the Chief of Engineers.’ In 
addition to the authorization contained in the 1948 and 1950 acts, a number of 
authorizations have requested investigations at specific localities. 

“Owing to the magnitude of the investigation authorized by the 1948 and 1950 
Flood Control Acts, interim reports have been prepared or are being prepared on 
specific geographical areas. he area covered by the comprehesnive reports of 
investigation essentially completed at this time is outlined briefly as follows: 

“Southeastern Alaska: Southeastern Alaska is that portion of Alaska lying east 
of the 141st meridian. Two reports of survey scope have been prepared concern- 
ing this area one of which was primarily for navigation and the other compre- 
hensive in scope. 

“Cook Inlet and tributaries: The area covered by this investigation is that 
ye ot Alaska tributary to the tidal waters of Cook Inlet, an arm of the Gulf 
of Alaska. 

“Copper River and gulf coast, Alaska: This investigation covers that portion 
of Alaska which is within the watershed of the Copper River and the adjacent 
coastal regions which drain directly into the Gulf of Alaska between the 141st 
aan and the southern extremity of the Kenai Peninsula in west longitude 

“Tanana River Basin: This investigation covers the Tanana River Basin which 
lies north of the Alaska Range in the central interior of the Territory. 

“Tn addition to the reports on investigations as outlined above, a number of 
reports pertaining to improvement of specific individual harbors and streams 
have been prepared. 

“Investigations are under way and reports are being prepared on the areas 
defined as the Alaska Peninsula and Island group, Yukon and Kuskokwi Rivers, 
and Seward Peninsula and Arctic Shelf. These investigations will include the 
area in Alaska on which reports have not been essentially completed. 


790 


“The costs of the comprehensive investigations in Alaska are estimated at 
$1,100,000. Funds in the amount of $859,400 have been allocated for work 
one fiscal year 1954 and $37,000 has been tentatively proposed for fiscal year 
1955.” 

STATUTORY AUTHORITY FOR ALASKAN INVESTIGATION 


Mr. Bupag. Mr. Chairman, I think Senator Martin’s letter is very 
much a point. This committee cannot appropriate funds for any 
purpose or project which is not authorized i a statutory enactment 
of Congress. 

The Reclamation Act and the operations of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion have been historically keyed to 2 things in this connection: 1, 
that the territory embraced was in the 17 so-called reclamation 
States. The other was that there was to be reclamation of arid land. 

The Bureau of Reclamation is investigating projects in Alaska; 
there is $215,000 proposed in this budget to continue an investigation 
on the River Basin. I would like the Bureau to fur- 
nish—and maybe the Commissioner can answer this now: Where do 
you get the statutory authority to conduct programs outside of the 
so-called 17 reclamation States, and outside of the field of reclamation 
of arid land? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We get that through our language in the appro- 
priation bills. 

Mr. Bupae. Mr. Chairman, that is exactly what I am getting at. 
This Congress, by legislation, has never permitted the Bureau to go 
into these fields, but the language has been put in these appropriation 
bills to extend not only the area into which the Bureau of Reclamation 
is to act, but also it removes the very basic thing the Bureau was set 
up to do. The reclamation of arid lands is one of the projects. The 
Eklutna project was supposed to be strictly a power project, and it 
was authorized by a special act. I don’t want this committee putting 
language in these bills that destroys the very purpose of reclamation, 
by building power projects in Alaska, by building power projects in 
the Arkansas-Red River Basin, both of which are outside of the so- 
called 17 reclamation States. 

Regardless of the need in Alaska for hydroelectric power, that is 
something that should be passed by substantive legislation, and I 
don’t believe it has ever been done. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I think, Mr. Budge, that is true of Alaska. 
> Mr. BupeGe. Where do you get the authority for the Red River 

asin? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. That is by appropriation language, also. We are 
actually, of course, not operating outside of the reclamation States. 

Mr. Bennett. We did a couple of years ago, with money appro- 
priated to us out of general funds, but that was in fiscal 1953. 

Mr. BupGe. What is your statutory authority for that? 

Mr. Bennett. We have statutory authority for that particular one 
in the 1954 Flood Control Act, which says in those cases where the 
Corps of Engineers are planning multiple-purpose reservoirs, that the 
Bureau of Reclamation shall study the irrigation potentials. 

That is not the exact language, but that is the effect of it. 

Mr. Bunce. As a matter of fact, I think the intention was that the 
Corps of Engineers was to consult with the Bureau of Reclamation 
and other interested agencies. I don’t believe the intent of that act, 
or any other act, was to extend the Bureau’s activity into other than 
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the 17 States. If that is to be done, well and good. If we are going 
to do that, let’s do it through congressional authorization. I rather 
think, Mr. Chairman, that ens investigation funds would be subject 
to a point of order on the floor. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Chairman, I talked to the Governor of 
Alaska yesterday, and he is very enthusiastic about the Bureau of 
Reclamation continuing investigations in Alaska 

Mr. Bupesx. That I have no quarrel with, Mr. Commissioner, but 
he should go to the legislative committee and get statutory authority 
before he comes here and requests funds, or before you request funds. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, sir, I agree with that. 

He also feels there is a definite need in some areas of Alaska for 
irrigation, probably sprinkler irrigation. They would increase their 
yields considerably by that, we think. We have not had an oppor- 
tunity to investigate those things. 

I would also like to call your attention to this: That in the Arkansas- 
White Valley there is considerable interest in irrigation also, and 
there is interest outside of the 17 Western States, as these things 
grow, recognizing, of course, that we need statutory legislation to do 
that. 

But those interests are there, and I think that that has been the 
intent, that we should do what we can to investigate those ;ossibilities. 

Mr. Bunge. Don’t you agree with me that the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion should go to the legislative committee and to Congress and 
request authorization to extend the activities of the Bureau? 

fr. Dexueimer. Yes; I do. 

I would also like to say that the amount we have in the fiscal 1955 
budget for Alaska, of $100,000, will do very little investigation. 

r. Bupar. You have an additional $30,000 in carrvover funds, 
in reimbursements from other accounts: do you not? 

Mr. Dexuerimer. We may have that much, but to do a satisiactory 
job of investigating, and getting satisfactory results, that would not 
do the job. 


Basin Surveys 


Mr. JensEN. I have here a number of questions regarding certain 
specific projects that are being requested in basin surveys. 


WALKER RIVER BASIN 


Mr. JensEN. What is the basis of claim that the Walker River 
Basin area is power deficient? Supply for the load growth and infor- 
mation as to present supply. Scheduled power supply of Pacifie 
Southwest region (FPC region VIII) shows over 2 million kilowatts 
of generating capacity in excess of expected peak load by end of 1955, 
with excess of 1,300 kilowatts. 

Mr. Dexueimer. Power for the Walker River area is now imported 
from other areas in California where there are increasing demands 
for the supply. All economically justified power potentialities in the 
project area should be developed to minimize importations as much 
as possible. 
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COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN 


Mr. JensEN. What additional need is there in the Columbia River 
Basin area for more than authorized Columbia Basin project at this 
time under present fiscal conditions? 

Mr. Dexnermer. The main stream in the Pacific Northwest is 
the Columbia River which drains an area of 259,000 square miles 
including all of Idaho, large portions of Montana, Oregon, and 
Washington, part of Wyoming, and small areas in Nevada and Utah. 

The population of the Pacific Northwest increased about 33 percent 
from 1940 to 1950, but economic development in the Pacific North- 
west during the postwar years has failed to match population increases. 
Despite substantial industrial expansion within the last 10 years, the 
region is still one where commerce is characterized by inshipment 
of manufactured goods and outshipment of bulk commodities. Not 
enough agricultural commodities are produced in the Pacific North- 
west to satisfy its requirements. Greatly increased population, to- 
oo with prospective retirement of some submarginal lands now 
armed, indicates the need of adding hundreds of thousands of acres 
to the present cropland in the region during the next decade. Almost 
all of this expansion will have to be in the form of new irrigated lands. 

Hydroelectric power has the advantage of being based on an in- 
exhaustible source of energy. Decidedly one of the most important 
and attractive hydroelectric areas remaining to be developed in the 
United States is the Pacific Northwest. The Columbia River and 
its tributaries have a large volume of water flowing approximately 
1,200 miles from sources in the American and Canadian Rocky 
Mountains and dropping as much as 3,000 to 6,000 feet to the 
ocean. The Columbia runs at flood in summer when the snow on 
the mountains is melting. Since the snow melts gradually, the river 
varies less in flow than most other American rivers, but nevertheless, 
still requires a great deal of conservation storage. 

A plan for development of the Columbia River Basin’s water re- 
sources has been prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation for the De- 
partment of the Interior. A second similar plan has been Prepered by 
the Corps of Engineers of the Department of the Army. These two 
plans have been coordinated by agreement between the two Depart- 
ments. Although the basin report has been completed and submitted 
to Congress, additional basin investigations must continue to insure 
that the plans for projects being considered in the individual project 
feasibility investigations will fit into a coordinated and comprehensive 
basin plan. The Bureau of Reclamation has a number of responsi- 
bilities for continuing investigations related to the plan for compre- 
hensive development of the Columbia River Basin. These responsi- 
bilities stem from recommendations in the departmental report, from 
the agreement between the Interior and Army Departments, and 
from actions of interagency committees in the Pacific Northwest who 
are concerned mainly with development of the Columbia River Basin. 
The funds requested under the heading of “Columbia River Basin” 
will provide Tor continuation of Columbia River Basin operatin 
studies for comprehensive plans, particularly for power and floo 
control, for important Reclamation and Army dams in operation and 
under construction or authorized; in connection with Reclamation’s 
responsibilities stemming from the Army-Interior agreement on 
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comprehensive development of the Columbia River Basin; and for 
articipation in the coordination and planning of the Columbia Basin 
Committee. 

The Nation faces a vanishing gap between an ever mounting use 
of water and the known, easily available supplies. In the East, as 
well as in the West, more and more extensive irrigation is superposed 
on the consuming uses of industry and of urban development. Owing 
to such mounting competitive uses, many places in the Nation may 
face arrested economic growth in the not too distant future. In 
turn, those regions more generously watered must sustain a propor- 
tionately large part of economic growth; the Pacific Northwest is one 
such regioa in the West. 

However, the water-supply capability of the Pacific Northwest 
will be realized in full only through concerted effort to manage the 
water resource wisely. Most reservoir sites at which streamflow can 
be regulated substantially by works of small or modest scope and 
low unit cost have been developed. In other words, full realization 
of potential stream supplies will involve progressively more extensive 
development projects, higher costs per unit of water made available, 
and more intricate competition between prospective uses. Ground- 
water sources can and will supplement stream sources and will alle- 
viate emerging shortages of supply in certain parts of the basin, but 
by no means all parts. 

The President’s Materials Policy Commission reported in June of 
1952 and stated that 
* * * projections for 1975 indicate a 40 percent increase in demand for farm 
products of all kinds * * *, The Commission believes that the needs of 1975 
can be met without significant net addition to the land now in farms provided 
there is sufficient adoption of the technology now available or easily foreseeable, 

One of the technological means of increasing our agricultural pro- 
duction is the more widespread use of irrigation. 

Because of the long lead-time (investigations, review, authoriza- 
tion, and construction time) for irrigation projects, it is especially 
important that potential developments be slased under specific 
investigations at an early date. 


UMPQUA RIVER BASIN 


Mr. Jensen. Is the Umpqua River Basin project primarily power 
or irrigation? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. The purpose of this investigation is to examine 
means for beneficially using the waters of the Umpqua Basin for 
irrigation, potential power generation, determine flood-control require- 
ments, and to inventory possible project areas within the basin. 
There are approximately 60,000 acres of potentially irrigable new lands 
and 15,000 acres of land with an inadequate water supply in the Ump- 
qua River Basin. 

This investigation is being made mainly to plan for development of 
irrigation but hydroelectric-power potentialities will be considered in 
evolving the comprehensive plan of development for the basin. 

The last session of the Oregon Legislature passed a bill providing for 
State contribution for survey and investigation for flood control, irri- 

ation, and other beneficial uses in the control of waters of the Umpqua 
iver. It is now expected that the State and county will contribute 
$10,000 to aid in making this investigation. 


794 


BEAR-YUBA BASINS 


Mr. Jensen. In the Bear-Yuba Basins, your justifications show 
a power shortage in the area. Please explain that. 

Mr. Dexuermer. The purpose of this investigation of a subbasin 
of the Central Valley Basin is to determine a plan for the fullest and 
most practicable development of the water resources of the related 
Yuba and Bear Basins for irrigation, power, flood control, fish propa- 
gation, and other uses, in coordination with existing, authorized, 
and proposed features of the comprehensive plan for water-resources 
development of the Central Valley Basin. The Yuba Basin contains 
the largest supply of undeveloped water in the Sacramento Valley 
except for the Feather River Basin. 

California’s population increased from 6,900,000 in 1940 to 
10,500,000 in 1950 and 11,390,000 by July 1, 1952. Present trends 
suggest the probable population of California by 1960 will be between 
14 and 15 million and by 1970 between 19 and 21 million. This 
termendous increase in population has resulted in increasing uses of 
water and demands for additional supplies for irrigation. Approxi- 
mately 6% million acres of farmlands are now under irrigation in 
California—some requiring supplemental water supplies—and another 
4 million acres are susceptible of irrigation development. Plans for 
development of the Bear-Yuba system will be mainly for this purpose, 
but power development also will be considered. 

Demands for electric power, which is the hydrologic twin of irriga- 
tion in multiple-purpose resource development, have expended as 
rapidly as demands for water. Agriculture is a heavy user of elec- 
tricity in California; to a large degree the increased demand for power 
is a reflection of the requirement for energy to pump water. Many 
farmers who utilize underground water sources pay for their irrigation 
in the form of power bills. 

Industrial power requirements also are increasing. A long-range 
study of the California Public Utilities Commission foresees a probable 
electric-energy production requirement by 1970 of ‘‘about 73 billion 
kilowatt-hours with possible maximum and minimum limits of 92 
billion and 54 billion kilowatt-hours, respectively.” It goes on to 
say: 

Additional capacity requirements sufficient to meet 1970 load demands with 
15 percent reserves range from 13.8 to 5.7 million kilowatts with a medium 


requirement of 9.8 million kilowatts, suggesting a probable increase of 160 percent 
in the present facilities. 

Assuming a relatively stable trend of fuel and equipment costs, a development 
of about 700,000 kilowatts of additional hydroelectric capacity on the Colorado 
River and about 1% million kilowatts on California streams is foreseen, which 
po future required steam capacity at from 3.5 to 1.6 million kilowatts by 


Future water and power demands ot this magnitude require detailed 
investigations, careful planning, and time-consuming consideration by 
many interested parties prior to construction of the new projects 
needed to meet the growing needs of California and southern Oregon. 
Reclamation’s program of engineering and economic investigations 
is being carried on in coordination with an extensive resource planning 
program of the State of California, numerous irrigation districts, 
counties, and other local agencies. 


795 


GULF BASIN 


Mr. JenseN. Why not let the cities and industries in Gulf Basin 
provide for their own water supply? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Although the cities and industries using the water 
would repay the costs of the project, they could not undertake con- 
struction by themselves. The potential water resources development 
being contemplated in the Gulf Basin of Texas is a long-range basin 
development of exceeding complexity which only the Federal Govern- 
ment has the abilitv to finance. 

In the past, Federal water projects have been undertaken in Texas 
without regard for overall water supply requirements and without 
consistency as regards reimbursement and changing patterns of de- 
mand and use. They have been developed primarily for the benefit 
of localized areas, extending in a few instances to portions of individual 
river basins. It is now apparent that in the development of remaining 
western waters, including those of Texas, major consideration must 
necessarily be given to production of goods to supply an expanding 
national economy. State and Federal policy should embody this 
concept. Similarly, it must be recognized that dam sites are in 
themselves expendable resources and that their development should 
be carefully planned with full awareness of precisely how their use 
must integrate into the future economy of the State and Nation. 
For these reasons it is essential that the Federal Government proceed 
promptly with the planning for the comprehensive development of the 
Gulf Basin. 


ARKANSAS, WHITE, AND RED BASIN 


Mr. JENSEN. In the Arkansas, White, and Red Basin, information 
indicates several agencies are farther apart than when studies were 
started. Is continued appropriation justified? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Because of the size of the Arkansas-White, Red 
area (one-eleventh of the United States), the complex interrelation- 
ships among the various aspects of resources development and the 
number of State and Federal agencies involved, the AWR survey has 
been a task of tremendous magnitude. Differences in objectives, 
policies, and interests together with inadequate basic information on 
some technical questions have resulted in difficult problems relating to 
benefit-cost appraisal, reimbursement criteria, and coordination among 
functions. The fitting together of proposed upstream developments 
for land treatment and waterflow retardation with proposed structures 
downstream for flood control, irrigation, municipal and industrial 
water supply, and other purposes has been particularly difficult. 

As the investigations progressed it seemed at times that the several 
agencies participating in the survey were getting farther apart than 
when the studies started. However, recently in a desire to improve 
and strengthen the working relations among their agencies and repre- 
sentatives engaged in the AWR survey, to assure satisfactory and 
worthwhile results of the cooperative enterprise, the Department of 
the Army, the Department of Agriculture, and the Department of 
the Interior got together on a clarification of the objectives of the 
survey, a statement of the purpose of the report to be prepared, and 
procedures to follow to iron out differences between the agencies. 
These three Departments have reached agreement embodied in a 
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memorandum of understanding signed by the respective Secretaries 
on November 27, 1953, and as a result of reaching this understanding, 
the work on the cooperative survey is proceeding and is fully expected 
to be brought to a successful conclusion. 

The AWR survey should be made to appraise the potentialities of 
developments in a large area where the possibilities are unknown and 
to evolve comprehensive and coordinated plans of development of the 
water resources of the basin for multiple uses. These studies are es- 
sential to insure that individual projects in the basin are planned, de- 
signed, and constructed so as to fit into basin plans and are not con- 
structed so as to preclude future optimum development for multiple 
water uses. The cooperative report is scheduled for completion in 
fiscal year 1955. In view of the recent agreement among the agencies, 
and moreover in view of the effort and funds expended to date, it 
would seem extremely shortsighted not to appropriate funds for the 
final year of work on the cooperative survey. 


JAMES DIVISION 


Mr. Jensen. Will you explain in detail for what the requested 
funds for the James division are to be used? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The James division includes the drainage area of 
the James River in South Dakota and in addition the area lying east 
of the Missouri River and west of the divide between the Missouri 
and James Rivers, except for South Dakota pumping division which 
lies adjacent to the Missouri River on bottom and benchlands. In- 
vestigations of the Oahe unit in this division are scheduled under ad- 
vance planning in fiscal year 1955 (but are under Missouri River 
Basin project, phase B, in fiscal year 1954). Water and land re- 
sources are available for the irrigation of from 500,000 to 700,000 
acres of land in the division in addition to Oahe unit. Most of. this 
land would obtain its water supply directly or indirectly from Oahe 
Reservoir on the Missouri River. To get the water to the land in 
most cases will require pumping. The purpose of this division inves- 
tigation is to develop a comprehensive water-use plan for irrigation, 
municipal water, fish and wildlife, and other uses in the James division 
in addition to the Oahe unit. 

As of June 30, 1953, a semidetailed land classification was in 
progress. Fieldwork on the land classification survey had been com- 
potas on the area east of the James River and north of the Spink- 

eadle County line. The same work has been done on the area im- 
mediately north of the proposed route of the Pierre Canal of the Oahe 
unit and lands in Medicine Creek downstream from the town of 
Blunt. A field inspection to determine where it is desirable to make 
the land classification survey was more than 50 percent complete. 
Some work had been done on preliminary layouts showing methods 
of serving various areas, but a basin plan has not been formulated. 

In fiscal year 1954 the field inspection preliminary to the semide- 
tailed land classification will be completed. Semidetailed land clas- 
sification will be continued east of the James River. A reconnaissance 
type of land classification will be made over all of the James division 
not covered by a semidetailed classification. A general engineering 
reconnaissance of the division will be initiated to be sure that the 
physical possibilities are all recognized. Ground-water exploration 
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will proceed in a manner similar to the Oahe unit ground-water inves- 
tigations and will be confined to the areas adjacent to Oahe unit. 
Economic studies made to date will be documented. 

The program of locating and testing sites for irrigation wells, which 
is primarily a part of the investigation program for the James divi- 
sion and the Oahe unit, will extend to the east side of the James 
River and two wells will be constructed under contract this year; 
$107,100 is scheduled for this purpose in fiscal year 1954. (An addi- 
tional $92,900 of Oahe unit funds is earmarked for irrigation well 
construction to make a total of $200,000 in fiscal year 1954.) 

In fiscal year 1955 semidetailed land classification will continue 
on the most promising areas. Field surveys will be made and geologic 
and hydrologic data and other basic information needed for the de- 
velopment of a basin plan wil! be compiled. Studies leading toward 
the formulation of the plan will begin. 

The investigations of the James division should continue until the 
physical possibilities for water and land resource development have all 
been studied and feasibilitv determinations made. The division re- 
port will summarize all of this and make recommendations for a logical 
sequence for development of individual units within the division. 
The entire area is deficient in rainfall, some parts more than others 
and during drought periods which occur frequently, the economy of 
the general area is seriously impaired. The prospects are good for 
a very prosperous economy in the James division area based upon 
irrigation agriculture combined with abundant Missouri River Basin 
electrical power. A thriving prosperity in this area will do much to 
maintain job opportunities and a high standard of living for the 
Nation’s expanding population. 


JEFFERSON DIVISION 


Mr. Jensen. In the Jefferson Division, what is the assurance of low- 
cost power? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. The purpose of this investigation is to develop a 
comprehensive plan for the subbasin, which comprises the drainage 
area of the Jefferson River in southwestern Montana. The division 
report will include a presentation of data pertinent to development of 
the water resources of the subbasin, general plans for utilization of 
those resources are mainly for new irrigation supply but power genera- 
tion will be considered and appraisals of associated benefits for recrea- 
tion, conservation of fish and wildlife, and local flood control will be 
included. Preliminary investigations indicate suitable sites for several 
storage reservoirs and the possible development of a water supply for 
16,800 acres of full irrigation service land and 28,900 acres of supple- 
mental irrigation service land. These totals are exclusive of 25,000 
acres which have a full supply and 14,500 acres of supplemental irri- 
gation service land in the East Bench Unit, now in the advance plan- 
ning stage. Although irrigation is the main purpose of this investi- 
gation, the area has extensive mineral deposits which require low-cost 
power for their utilization and consideration of power development is 
included in the planning. There is a power site on the Big Hole River, 
a tributary of the Jefferson River, where it is estimated that some 
20,000 kilowatts of power could be developed. However, the cost of 
this power cannot be determined with any degree of accuracy until 
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the plans for the division are completed. The division report is 
scheduled for completion at the end of fiscal year 1955. 


MISSOURI-SOURIS DIVISION 


Mr. Jensen. Is the Missouri-Souris area part of the section for 
which over $2 million already has been expended in investigations 
and reports? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The Missouri-Souris division includes north- 
eastern Montana and much of the area of northern, eastern, and central 
North Dakota. It originally extended into the northwestern corner 
of North Dakota also, but investigations have shown that the soils 
in that area are not suitable for sustained irrigation. Parts of the 
division, the Jamestown and Missouri diversion units, have been 
advanced to construction status (Jamestown Dam was completed in 
September 1953), and Garrison diversion unit has been brought to 
the advance planning stage. 

The purpose of this division investigation is to derive plans for 
developing the irrigation potential of the Red, Cheyenne, and James 
River Valleys, in North Dakota, and Shotgun and Medicine Lake 
north and south units in northeastern Montana, and other areas 
that may warrant consideration for development, exclusive of the 
areas in the Garrison diversion, Jamestown and Missouri diversion 
units. Plans for power generation, flood control, municipal water 
and recreational benefits will also be evolved and coordinated with the 
irrigation development to make use of water available, initially and 
from return flows. Studies already made indicate that 1 million 
acres may be suitable for irrigation in the Red River Valley and 
that approximately 52,000 acres can be irrigated in the Montana units. 
Plans evolved in these studies will be coordinated with plans developed 
or being developed for more advance portions of the Missouri-Souris 
division. 

The costs of the division investigations as of June 30, 1953, were 
$340,803 and $211,733 are programed for fiscal year 1954. 


THREE FORKS DIVISION 


Mr. Jensen. Over $1 million has already been expended in the 
Three Forks area. Do the results to date justify continuance? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The Three Forks division includes some of the 
most fertile land in the entire upper Missouri Basin. Recognizing 
this, the Geological Survey of the United States Department of the 
Interior and the State of Montana are conducting a comprehensive 
water resources study in the Gallatin Valley area. The Bureau’s 
studies are being coordinated with these undertakings. Preliminary 
plans call for provision of a water supply for about 147,800 acres of 
full irrigation service land and about 137,100 acres of supplemental 
irrigation service land. Ultimate and complete development of the 
division is contingent upon these studies and investigations. 

Investigations should continue in order to determine a correlated 
and complete plan of development for the division, thus providing a 
basis for selection of units for more detailed investigation preparatory 
to eventual construction. This division is in an area of deficient 
precipitation subject to climatic extremes where irrigation is necessary 
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to stabilize agricultural production over a long period. Supplemental 
water is required for presently irrigated lands and additional lands 
can be irrigated through provision of properly planned water storage 
and the development of the ground-water resource. Because of 
many complexities and numerous alternative development possibilities 
and plans, this program should not be interrupted. 


ADVANCE PLANNING 


Mr. Jensen. What duplications exist between basin investigation 
and advance planning for the same areas we have just discussed? 
How can total costs to date of up to $150 per acre be justified? 

Mr. Dexnemer. No duplication exists between basin surveys and 
advance planning for the same area. Basin surveys are studies of a 
general nature to evolve a coordinated plan of development for the 
several projects or units in the basin. Advance planning investiga- 
tions are detailed investigations to perfect the definite plans for a 
specific project that must be made prior to actual construction, and 
include detailed surveys and negotiations with local interests to 
evolve definite plans for the project and the preparation of final 
designs and construction specifications for initial construction features. 

The question of costs to date of up to $150 per acre is not understood 
since a check of the figures presented in the tabulation of items pro- 
gramed for advance planning does not indicate any costs per acre 
approaching that figure. The highest one is Sargent unit with a 
total cost to date of $71 per acre, and most of the projects are much 
less than that amount. However, total costs to date on a per-acre 
basis do not provide a good basis for comparison. Some projects or 
units involve other uses besides irrigation. Moreover, the costs will 
vary greatly from one project to another depending on the complexi- 
ties of the plan, the number of alternatives that have to be studied, 
and the special problems that arise. A comparison of the percentages 
of the total costs of construction that are represented by the total 
costs of investigations provides a more equitable comparison, but 
even such a comparison will be influenced to a considerable degree by 
the same variables mentioned above. 


RIO GRANDE PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. What type of study is involved in the Rio Grande 
project? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The Texas portion of the Rio Grande project 
includes 57,719 acres of irrigable first-class water-right land below 
the city of El Paso. To provide irrigation service to this area, flow 
in the Rio Grande above El Paso is diverted into the American 
canal at the American dam, constructed by the International 
Boundary and Water Commission in 1938. After division of the 
water in accordance with terms of the 1906 Treaty with Mexico, the 
flow allotted to Mexico is turned down the river below the American 
dam for diversion to Mexico through the Acequia Madre at the 
Mexican dam. Except during periods of flood flow, at which time 
all excess water is spilled to the river below the American dam, the 
remainder of the river water is diverted as indicated into the American 
canal and thence after bypassing the Mexican diversion dam into 


q 
a 
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project facilities within the city limits of El Paso. The American 
canal has a capacity of 1,200 cubic feet per second, whereas the 
Bureau’s Franklin Canal, which is the only controlled carriage facility 
through the city of El Paso and a portion of the farmlands below the 
city, has a capacity of only 350 cubic feet per second. The result is 
that a major portion of American water, after bypassing the Mexican 
dam, must be returned to the Rio Grande through a system of 
wasteways, and carried in the river channel to the Bureau’s riverside 
heading about 14 miles below El Paso where final diversion for the 
El Paso Valley is made. 

The purpose of this investigation is to evolve methods for conserving 
and controlling the limited water supply in the lower portion of the 
Rio Grande project and to determine a plan for eliminating the open 
oo section through the heavily populated area of the city of El 

aso. 

A small amount of investigation work was performed several years 
ago but limited funds prevented continuation of the investigation. 

The funds requested for fiscal year 1955 are required to initiate and 
complete field surveys and river loss measurements to establish prac- 
tical and economic plans whereby use of the Rio Grande as a convey- 
ance channel for American water may be discontinued between the 
Mexican dam and riverside heading. These investigations will 
also be directed toward elimination of the open section of Franklin 
Canal through the city of El Paso. An investigations report will be 

repared which will present the findings and conclusions resulting 
rom the work accomplished during fiscal year 1955, and will propose a 
detailed course of action to accomplish the objectives of the investiga- 
tion. It is planned that the report be completed during the first 
quarter of fiscal year 1956. 

This investigation should be resumed in fiscal year 1955 because 
water losses become more critical each year due to a diminishi 
overall project water supply and because the Franklin Canal, whic 
has an open section through the city of El Paso, continues to be con- 
sidered by local interests a menace to health and a hazard to life and 
property. 

ALASKAN INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Jensen. In Alaska, do the present res on total generating 
capacity in the area as compared to the load show an actual deficient 
wer supply? New steam plants recently have been constructed 

y the Alaska Railway and the military. 

Mr. DexHEIMER. Yes. This deficiency is further accentuated by 
the rapid depletion of old existing equipment, consisting for the most 
part of small diesel engines and the stern half of a Liberty ship towed 
to Anchorage in 1947 to provide 3,700 kilowatts of power to help 
alleviate the power-supply situation. Additions to post spewed plant 
capacity on military bases are for the exclusive use of military estab- 
lishm ents and are not available for civilian uses. 


Mr. Jensen. Do you expect to develop new industry with hydro- 
power if it is as costly as Eklutna? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes. Present costs of wholesale energy in 
Anchorage area is 25 mills per kilowatt-hour compared with an aver- 
age cost of 11 mills for Eklutna power. 
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Mr. Jensen. If cheaper sites are available, why were they not 
developed first? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Power demands for the area far exceeded the 
capability of the lower cost sites. Development of the Eklutna site 
was essential to meet growing power demands of the area. 

Mr. Jensen. With the reported coal source, could process steam 
plants with byproduct power be utilized for industry at a lower net 
cost? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Our present-day experience in operating the 
Alaska Railway steam plant as a steam-heating source and producing 
incidental electricity shows that the cost of the electric energy ex- 
ceeds tha average cost of Eklutna energy by from 5 to 7% mills per 
kilowatt-hour. 

SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Dexheimer, since the budget for the Bureau of 
Reclamation has come to the committee I have information to the 
effect that the Department has made a supplemental request. Are 
you in a position at this time to give the committee at least an idea of 
that request, the projects for which the supplemental has been made, 
and the amount and justification for the same? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I would like to say that we are proposing sub- 
mitting a supplemental budget to the Bureau of the Budget which will 
include: For going work, approximately $15 million; for new 
starts——— 

Mr. Jensen. Going work? You mean projects that are included in 
the original budget? 

Mr. Daxcuioren Yes, sir; additional amounts of money that we 
need to carry on those projects in an efficient manner. 

Mr. Jensen. Then you are asking for additional funds for projects 
which were not in the budget and for new starts; is that what I 
understand? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We want to ask the Bureau of the Budget and 
this committee for additional money on the going work, projects that 
are now underway, of approximately $15 million. We want to ask 
for $8 million approximately for new starts, none of which is included 
in our present budget before you. 

Mr. Jensen. Are they actually new starts? 

Mr. Drexuertmer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Enumerate them. 

Mr. Dexuermer. They are authorized projects: The Collbran 
project in Colorado and in the Missouri River Basin: Sargent, 
Hanover-Bluff; Glendo; Bostwick-Lovewell Dam; Heart Butte and 
possibly others. The subtotal of those under new starts is about 
$8 million. 

Mr. Jensen. No work has been done on them up to this time at all? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. On those particular divisions of these projects 
no work has been started, that is correct. 

In addition, we would like to have at least $1 million of additional 
Fully a investigation funds. However, we want to review this care- 
ully and would like to submit for the record later the details of these 
te, No and the amounts as we proposed to submit them to the Bureau 
of the Budget. 
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Mr. Jensen. When can we expect those? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We need to submit this proposal to the Bureau 
of the Budget, of course. It has not been submitted to the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

Mr. Jensen. At that time you will again come before the committee 
and ask the committee to justify these projects? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir, if cleared by the Bureau of Budget. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you submit a list of them at this time to the 
committee? 

Mr. Dexuermmer. I would prefer to submit that in the next day or 
two, if you please, so that we have a chance to review it. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Proposed amendatory estimate for fiscal year 1956 


(a) For going work: 
Missouri River Basin project (irrigation) : 


Missouri ‘diversion... 1, 120, 000 
Subtotal, Missouri River 4, 820, 000 
Rehabilitation and 543, 000 
(6) For unanticipated work: Cachuma (Tecolote tunnel) 482, 000 


(c) For new starts: 
Missouri River Basin: 


Bostwick-Lovewell 1, 350, 000 

Dubtotal, hew Work... 7, 550, 000 

Subtotal, construction MOS U6. 23, 608, 000 
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PROJECT 


ConsTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION, 


MAINTENANCE 


OPERATION AND 


CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Amounts available for obligation 


| 1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 

Appropriation or estimate: 
Reclamation fund, special fund. $49, 155,000 | $52, 509, 206 $54, 000, 000 
Total ae 4 SS 177, 797, 991 116, 269, 660 121, 838, 000 
Prior year balance availab SNS Se ee 49, 460, 347 42, 570, 675 4, 088, 511 
Recovery of prior year obligs 219, 671 
Reimbursements from non-Federal 24, 622 23, 000 |...... 2 
Reimbursements from other accounts_................-...-..- 1, 242, 2, O78 636, 788 330, 900 
Total available for obligation. --_..................-...-- 228, 744, 1.709 159, 651, 013 126, 257, 411 
Balance available in subsequent year. .| —42, 570, 675 —4, 511 —815, 656 
Carried to surplus, Public Law 172_- — 600, 000 
ee 186, 174, 034 154, 962, 502 125, 441, 755 


Comparative transfer to— 
“General investigations, Bureau of Reclamation” 
“Operation and maintenance, Bureau of Reclamation” 
“Management of lands and resources, Bureau of Land 
“Conservation and development of mineral resources, 
Bureau of Mines” 
“Management of resources, Fish and ‘Wildlife Service” 
“Surveys, investigations and research, Geological Survey’ 
“Management and protection, National Park Service” 
“Resources management, Bureau of Indian Affairs” 


Total obligations 


—4, 477, 386 
— 765, 583 


— 345, 421 
— 130, 987 


— 380, 348 
—3, 346, 826 


— 308, 301 
— 280, 742 | 


—2, 822, 148 


—254, 453 | 


176, 138, 440 | 


149, 122, 893 | 


125, 441, 755 


Notr.—Keimbursements from non- Federal sources above are from the reclamation trust fund (Interior 
Department Appropriation Act, 1954), and from the proceeds of sale of personal property (40 U.S. C. 481 (c)) 


Obligations by activ 


Description 


Direct Obligations 


3. Yuma project, auxiliary division, Arizona_--..-.......---- 
4. All-American Canal, Arizona-California.-_.- 
5. Colorado River front work and levee system, Arizona- 
California-Nevada 
6. Boulder Canyon project, Arizona-Nevada_-_...-.-.....-.-- 
7. Davis Dam project, Arizona-Nevada_--.-- 
8. Cachuma project, California. 
9. Central Valley project, California__.-..-- 
10. Solano project, 
11. Colorado-Big Thompson project, Colorado. 
12. Paonia project, Colorado 
13. Avondale irrigation project, Idaho 
14. Dalton gardens irrigation project, Idaho 
15. Minidoka project, north side pumping division, Idaho- -_-. 
16. Palisades project, Idaho 
17. Hungry Horse project, Montana 
18. Fort Peck project, Montana-North Dakota 
19. Carlsbad project, Alamogordo Dam spillway enlargement, 
New Mexico 
Middle Rio Grande project, New Mexico... 


2 


21. Vermejo project, New Mexico.........-.....-.---.-..----- | 
Rio Grande project, New Mexico-Texas..............-.--- 


Klamath project, Ore ~ alifornia 
. Provo River project, 

. Weber Basin project, Ute 

. Columbia Basin project, 
. Yakima project, Kennewick division, Washington. 
. Yakima project, Roza division, Washington.._-..........- 


Kendrick project, Wyoming 


Riverton project, W yoming- 


ities 
| 1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
| $12, 650,292 | $7, 650, 000 $4, 612, 000 
6, 605, 927 4, 499, 440 2, 700, 000 
1, 694, 918 247, 701 277, 000 
| 794. 516 159, 000 141, 000 
390, 824 450, 000 1, 206, 000 
| 3, 899, 279 2, 826, 798 2, 961. 000 
8, 535, 151 5. 482. 605 3, 300. 000 
24,126,915 | 18. 796, 653 23. 493. 000 
708, 615 2, 100, 000 8, 040. 000 
18, 092, 562 4, 057, 000 750. 000 
104, 75, 200 10, 000 
96, 000 126. 000 
109. 000 159. 000 
176, 803 934, 406 1, 925. 000 
| 9,922,183 | 17, 085. 432 12, 200, 000 
11, 906, 833 
388, 809 407, 000 545, 000 
1, 995, 816 1, 591, 889 1, 221. 000 
649, 491 1, 166. 819 638, 000 
| 96, 032 523. 721 169, 000 
491, 036 135, 000 1, 200 
1, 833, 799 
| 1,302, 538 5, 188. 696 7, 900, 000 
| 20,512,936 | 18. 303.7 8. 818. 000 
| 1, 499, 245 3, 378. 803 3, 195, 000 
ay 10, 61 25, 656 125, 000 
344, 742 589, 506 625, 000 
, 697, 008 2, 368, 010 | 730, 000 
610, 989 481, 618 | 479, 500 


| 

4 

| 
| 
-------------- 
4 
¥ 
| 
4 
| 
| 
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Obligations by activities—Continued 


Description 1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 


Direct Obligations—Continued 


32. Riverton aboot, vayment to Shoshone and Arapahoe 
Indian Tribes, 

33. Missouri River Basin: 
Bostwick division, Nebraska-Kansas 
Buford-Trenton, protection and saprenenem. work, 

North Dakota 

Canyon Ferry unit, Montana. 
Cedar Bluff unit, Kansas 
Crow Creek unit, Montana 
Frenchman- Cambridge division, Nebraska. 
Heart Butte unit, North Dakot: 
Jamestown unit, North Dakots, 
Kirwin unit, Kansas 
Kortes unit, ‘Ww yoming 
Lower Marias unit, Montana__- 
Missouri diversion unit, Montana 
Rapid Vauley unit, South Dakota 
St. Francis unit, Colorado-Kansas 
Shadehill unit, South Dakota. 5, 
Transmission division, various__............-...--.-..- 13, 592, 715 
Webster unit, Kansas. , 265, 
Drainage and minor completion program , 897, 562 630, 796 


Total, Missouri River Basin__. , 924, 222 44, 734, 412 

. poe and minor completion program 2, 199, 219 1, 391, 345 
> and betterment of existing projects 2 202, 594 1, 609, 514 
. Prior year balance of advances to chief engineer, Denver. 
Colo., and centralized project activities in the regional 
ffi —1, 158, 989 1, 453, 857 


Total direct obligations 174, 909,197 | 148, 500, 105 
Obligations Payable Out of Reimbursements From Other 
Accounts 


1, Eklutna project, Alaska 
Gila project, Arizona_- 
4. All-American Canal, Arizona-California 
. Boulder Canyon project, 
. Davis Dam project, Arizona-Nevada 
. Cachuma project, California. _- 
. Central Valley ee. California 
. Colorado-Big T project, Colorado 
Paonia project, C 
. Palisades proj ect, wash 
. Hungry Horse project, Montana_.. 
. Fort Peck project, Montana-North Dakota._.._.--.__._- 
. Middle Rio Grande project, New Mexico 
Vermejo project, New Mexico. __- 
Rio Grande project, New Mexico-Texas 
Klamath project, 
Provo River project, U 
Weber Basin project, Utah 
Columbia Basin project, Washington 
Eden project, Wyoming . 
Kendrick project, W yoming 
Riverton Wyoming 
Missouri River Basin. 
Drainage and minor completion rogram 
Rehabilitation and betterment of existing projects 1, 563 
Milk River project, Montana, flood damage repair__. -- 478, 390 
—— to other agencies, Denver, Colo., and regio: 284, 237 


Total one payable out of reimbursements from 
other accounts 1, 229, 243 


Total obligations 176, 138, 440 125, 441, 755 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
Summary of Personal Services 
Tota] number of permanent tions 


Full-time equivalent of all other positio 
Average number of all employees 


| | 
$1, 009. 800 
1, 360, 000 
187, 000 
| 155, 000 
35, 000 
26. 000 
1, 000, 000 
150; 000 
605, 000 
2, 433, 000 
| 15,000 
18,000 
| 18,005, 000 
5, 980, 000 
212 000 
34, 651,000 
1, 107,352 
| 1) 546, 303 
1 
1 
j 
99; 204 26, 000 
300, 000 299, 900 . 
8,000 | 6,577 | 5, 681 


805 


Obligations by activities—Continued 


| | | 
Description | 1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION—continued 
Summary of Personal Services—Continued 


Average salaries and grades: 

General schedule grades: 
Average grade 

Crafts, protective, and custodial grades: 
Average salary 

Average 
Ungraded positions: Average salary _ 


Personal service obligations: | | | 
Permanent positions... | $35,853,800 | $30, 360, 395 $27, a8, 
Other positions - 538, 947 490, 542 | 
Regular pav in excess ‘of 52-week base____- : | 199, 031 167,925 | pi 4 
Payment above basic rates__- 918, 751 691, 002 | 585, 893 


Total personal service 510, al, 709, 548, 300 


Direct Obligations | } 

Personal services. - | 31, 409, 86 28, 248, 490 
956, 957 
Transportation of things , 191, 333 
Communication services : 379, 240 | 9, 386, 600 
Rents and utility services en ate | 737, 97 87, 083 74, 906 
Printing and reproduction_ _- 209, 710 
Other contractual services. 7 

Services performed by other agencies. 
Supplies and materials 
Equipment . 469, 
Lands and structures. , 026, 373 98, 076, 87 
Grants, subsidies, and contributions__ | 1, 00F 
Refunds, awards, and indemnities_.__- 37, 
Taxes and assessments _____- 90, 77 


Subtotal "175,737,388 | 149,148,054 | 125, 610, 540 
Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence _- -- 889, ), S24 HO5, 3 


Total direct obligations 52 | : | 125,110, 885 


Obligations Payable Out of Reimbursements From Other 
Accounts 

Personal services 

Travel 

Transportation of things. 

Communication services 

Rents and utility services ia 

Other contractual services 

Supplies and materials 

Equipment. 

Lands and structures... 


Total obligations payable out of reimbursements from 


ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Average number of all employees- 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 


Personal services: 
Permanent positions 
Other positions 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base 


Total obligations. 


| | 
$4, 575 | $4, 783 | $4, 915 
GS-6.8 | GSs-7.1 
$3, 143 | $3, 229 | 
CPC45| CPC-44 
ine | $3, 942 | $4, 036 | 
ol 
02 
03 
05 
06 
07 
08 
q 09 
10 
13 
15 
| 
ol | 391, 503 300, 000 | 299, 900 
03 7, 768 | 
05 1,679 | 
7 09 --| 242, 108 | 27, 758 | 31, 000 
10 485,371 | 197, 730 
4 
| 
) 
= 01 
5 06 ows 500 | 
= 
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Obligations by activities—Continued 


Description | 1953 actual | 1954 estimate 1955 estimate 
| 
ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
Total number of permanent positions. 3 
Average number of all employees. 2 | 
Average salaries and Average | | 
salary...... - $4, 425 | 
09 Equipment. 31, 150 
ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE | lo-a 
01 Personal services: Permanent ‘ 495 | = 
Total obligations. | 12, 635 | 5, 650 | 
Analysis of expenditures 
| 1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estima te 
Unliquidated obligations, start of year. -.| $76,111,977 | $59,009,809 | $63, 271, 633 
Obligations incurred during the year eke _186, 174,034 | 154, 962, 502 | 125, 441, 755 
, 972, 311 188, 713, 388 
Deduct: 
Adjustment in obligations of prior years - ae 219, 671 | 150, 890 |.... -- ‘ 
Reimbursements ‘ 1, 266, 700 659, 788 | 330, 900 
Unliquidated obligations, end of year—__. ‘ Y 59, 009, 800 | 63, 271, 633 | 58, 522, 488 


_201, 789, 149, 390,000 | 128, 860, 000 


Expenditures are distributed = follows: | 
Out of current authorizations. 


Total expenditures 


58, 860, 000 


| 
, 000 | 70, 000, 000 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Amounts available for obligation 


| 1953 actual 195 estimate | 1955 estimate 
Appropriation or estimate: 
Reclamation fund, special fund___..___-._....-.-..__....-| $14,940,450 | $15, 075, 290 $19, 911, 222 
Ee eee 2, 143, 000 2, 179, 710 1, 942, 778 
x 1, 916, 550° 2, 245, 000 1, 300, 000 
Total appropriation or estimate..__...__._......__--..-- 19, 000,000 19, 500, 000 23, 154, 000 
Reimbursements from non-Federal sources............-.--... 2, 002, 507 2, 057, 325 2, 114, 287 
Reimbursements from other accounts... 43, 858 25, 200 17, 500 
Total available for obligation... 21,046,365 = 21, 582, 525 25, 285, 787 
Unobligated balance, returned to unappr« ypriated ‘receipts... - -| —1, 554,040 | 
Obligations incurred _.......................- 19,476,158 | 20,816, 699 25, 285, 787 
Comparative transfer from “Construction and i rehabilitation, 
-| 20, 241, 741 | 20, 816, 699 | 25, 285, 787 
| | 


Nore.—Reimbursements from non-Federal sourees shown above are from water users for operation and 
iaaintenance (Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1954). 


50, 890) 
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Obligations by activities 


Description | 1953 actual 


1954 estimate 1955 estimate 


Direct Obligations | 


2. Imperial Dam project, Arizona-California____..._______- $59, 655 $40, 000 50, 000 
3. Yuma project, Arizona-California____.-...._._...-........ 236, 254 226, 400 211, 152 
4. Colorado River front work and levee system, Arizona- 
EE eae 1, 082, 143 1, 013, 500 750, 000 
5. Parker-Davis project, Arizona-California-Nevada_____. 2, 245, 383 1, 776, 405 2, 383, 500 
6. Boulder Canyon project, Arizona-Nevada___- SS 1, 440, 435 1, 461, 000 1, 392, 778 
8. Central Valley project, Califormia__...._......._.____. ‘ 3, 130, 229 3, 221, 868 4, 758, 800 
0. 117, 286 119, 530 119, 530 
10. All-American Canal system, Imperial division, Boulder | 
Canyon project, California-Arizona...........7 28, 546 47, 245 52, 800 
11. Colorado-Big Thompson project, Colorado.......-.---- 411, 033 649, 310 755, 800 
12. Mancos project, Colorado. 7, 647 8, 000 8, 000 
13. Pine River project, Colorado. .....................-...-. 5, 928 9, 000 7, 200 
14. San Luis Valley project, Colorado... - ERAN 9, 300 12, 000 12, 000 
15. Minidoka project, Idaho-Wyoming__..______-.._-.......-- 384, 293 391, 800 707, 800 
16. Boise project, Idaho-Oregon __._...._-..-___._._....-- 555, 421 523, 460 596, 300 
17. Rathdrum Prairie project, Post Falls unit, ‘Idaho-Wash- | 
ington_-__. } 2,777 | 2, 800 | 3, 000 
18. Horse project, } 193, 728 | 302, 640 373, 500 
19. Milk River project, Montana.......................-. | 87,410 | 70, 000 42, 000 
20. Missoula Valley project, Big Flat unit, Montana... PORES 2, 046 | 2, 500 1, 500 
21. Sun River project, Greenfields division, Montana___- | 4,777 | 4,924 5, 297 
22. North Platte project, Nebraska-W pune. a nou 315, 646 235, 084 271, 000 
23. Carlsbad project, New Mexico. PAS SESE, 10, 073 11, 250 13, 250 
2. Middle Rio Grande project, New Mexico__- Be Sd | , 65, 800 180, 000 
25. Rio Grande project, New Mexico-Texas bei Ie | 2, 001, 894 2, 070, 154 1, 818, 672 
26. W. C. Austin project, Oklahoma | 115, 844 | 11, 006 ( 
27. Deschutes project, north unit, Oregon asilatcuiall 151, 215 | 179, 200 224, 076 
2. Umatilla project, 9, 592 | 11, 100 13, 750 
29. Vale project, Oregon. - - 4, 349 4, 725 4,850 
30. Klamath project, Oregon-California pea adaauioiaal 599, 770 552, 100 660, 000 
31. Owyhee project, Oregon-Idaho___- 77, 965 | 20, 000 20, 000 
32. Belle Fourche project, South 
33. Rapid Valley project, Dakota... 5, 046 | 5, 000 5, 000 
34. Provo River project, l edad ial 8,354 | 9, 000 9, 000 
q 35. Columbia Basin ae Ww ashington_- oe Sat 2, 670, 241 | 2, 802, 200 3, 121, 000 
36. Yakima project, W 525, 911 485, 300 525, 000 
38. Kendrick project, Wyoming_- ie Smee 90, 326 112, 670 194, 500 
39. Riverton project, 128, 547 115, 500 127, 600 
40. Shoshone project, W yoming- Montana... 154, 314 | 167, 295 187, 000 
41. Missouri River Basin and transmission facilities "s operated 
for other projects 1, 962, 955 | 2, 700, 233 3, 868, 902 
42. Soil and moisture conservation oper ations____ $28, 585 | 811, 500 500, 000 
43. Unobligated balance of advances to chief engineer, Denver, 
Colo., and centralized heapvene activities in the al 
20, 197, 883 20, 791, 499 25, 268, 287 
Obligations Payable Out a Reimbursements From Other 
Accounts 
2. Imperial Dam project, 
4. Colorado River front work and levee system, Arizona- 
6. Boulder Canyon project, | 
16. Boise project, 
27. Deschutes project, north unit, Oregon 
35. Columbia Basin project, Washington 7, 200 10, 000 
%. Riverton project, Wyoming.......-.....-.......-....-.... 4, 965 7, 500 | 7, 500 
42. Soil and moisture conservation operations. 10, 000 10, 500 |-------------- 
Total obligations payable out of reimbursements from | 
ES ee 20, 241, 741 20, 816, 699 25, 285, 787 
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Obligations by objects 


1954 estimate 1955 estimate 


Object classification | 1953 actual 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
Summary of Personal Services 
Total number of permanent ESS Pe aaewaele | 3, 397 3, 509 3, 597 
Full-time equivalent of all other 105 98 81 
Average number of all employees. 3, 271 3, 420 3, 680 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
#4, 396 $4, 526 $4, 522 
Crafts, protective. and custodial grades: 
$3, 457 $3, 547 $3, 636 
Ungraded $3, 962 $4, 172 | $4, 221 
Personal service obligations: 
$12, 995,420 | $14, $15, 697, 645 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base. 42, 010 rd 318 54, 284 
Payment above basic 382, 522 72, 400, 503 
Total personal service obligations. 13, 727,082 | 14,955,360 | 16, 428, 353 
240, 065 233, 718 268, 
of things. 109, 427 102, 081 126, 099 
158, 773 168, 276 177, 700 
— 384, 757 316, 295 465, 617 
@6 Printing and reproduction............................-... 14, 282 18, 699 15, 
@7 Other contractual services. _...........................-. 1, 647, 992 2, 217, 390 3, 897, 243 
Services performed by other agencies... ____- aS 83, 761 68, 610 27,0 
08 Supplies and materials : 2, 880, 688 2, 172, 510 2, 575, 109 
09 Equipment..........._..-. 586, 029 639, 957 1, 338, 889 
10 Lands and structures 679, 441 270, 562 337, 375 
13 Refunds, awards, indemnities 32, 602 1, 1, 455 
40, 100 48, 614 54, 230 
20, 580, 034 21, 205, 626 25, 706, 150 
Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence -_____.......___-- 417, 444 435, 032 455, 
20, 162, 590 20, 770, 504 25, 250, 287 
Obligations Payable Out of Reimbursements From Other Accounts 
01 Personal services........_____.. 4, 965 7, 500 7, 500 
07 Other contractual 14, 993 
08 Equipment............. 13, 616 7, 600 10, 000 
10, 000 10, 000 
Total obligations ott able out of reimbursements from 
en eee 43, 858 25, 200 17, 500 
Total obligations....................-...-.--.--- 20, 206,448 | 20,795,794 | 25, 267, 787 
ALLOCATION TO FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
01 Personal services: Positions other than 1, 344 
06 Printing and reproduction... 3 
07 Other contractual services... 
ALLOCATION TO GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
Total number of permanent positions. 5 4 3 
Average number of all employees_. - . | 5 | 4| 3 
Average salaries and grades: | a 
General schedule grades: | 
Average salary ee $4, 553 $4, 578 | $4, 608 
Average grade... __. ---| GS-6.8 } GS-6.8 | GS-6.8 
01 Personal services: | | | 
Permanent positions. ____- $24, 837 $17, 900 | $15, 200 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base__...__......_... 97 | 100 100 
26, 172 | 18, 000 15, 300 


|| 
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Obligations by objects—Continued 


Object classification 1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
ALLOCATION TO GEOLOGICAL SURVEY—continued 
$1, 397 $1, 000 $800 
03 Transportation of things. 16 
05 Rents and utility services.._____- 201 100 100 
06 Printing and reproduction 
07 Other contractual services 1,105 1, 000 500 
Services performed by other agencies 23 
08 Supplies and 1, 520 505 1,000 
30, 940 20, 905 18, 000 
ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
SUMMARY 
Summary of Personal Services 
Total number of permanent 3, 402 3, 513 3, 600 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 105 98 81 
Average number of all 3. 276 3,424 3, 683 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
ng da $4, 474 $4, 552 $4, 565 
Crafts, protective, and custodial grades: 
Average salary $3, 457 $3, 547 $3, 636 
Ungraded positions: Average salary $3, 962 $4,172 $4, 221 
Personal service obligations: 
Permanent positions... $13,020,257 | $14, 254,010 $15, 712, 845 
309, 509 299, 615 275, 921 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base 42, 107 47,415 54, 384 
Payment above basic rates. ............-........-..----..- 382, 725 372, 320 400, 503 
Total personal service obligations .....................-- 13, 754, 598 14, 973, 360 16, 443, 653 
Direct Obligations 
01 Personal 13, 749, 633 14, 965, 860 16, 436, 153 
Tamme. de 241, 234, 718 269, 576 
03 Transportation of things. -..............-.. oud 109, 102, 081 126, 099 
06 Printing and reproduction... -.................--..-.-..-.- 14, 313 18, 699 15, 788 
1, 651, 972 2, 218, 390 3, 897, 743 
Services performed by other agencies_...____....._.....- 83, 784 68, 610 27, 016 
2, 882, 328 2, 173, O15 2, 576, 109 
09 Equipment-.- 586, 4 640, 257 1, 339, 089 
10 Lands and structures.........................-..--.--_.-- 679, 441 270, 562 337, 375 
13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities.._.-_.._..---.-----__- 32, 602 1, 054 1, 455 
15 Taxes and assessments............-.-.-.---.-.--..---.---- 40, 138 48, 614 54, 330 
Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence. -____._.......... 417, 444 435, 032 455, 863 
20, 197, 883 20, 791, 499 25, 268, 287 
Obligations Payable Out of Reimbursements From Other 
Accounts | 
01 Personal services_.____- 4, 965 7, 500 | 7, 500 
09 13, 616 | 7, 600 10, 000 
10 Lands and Structures 10, 000 | 
Total obligations payable out of reimbursements from | 


20, 241, 741 | 


20, 816, 699 


|| 
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Analysis of expenditures 


1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 


Unliquidated obligations, start of year... ._. ‘ $2, 868, 451 $3, 566, 837 $3, 491, O11 
Obligations incurred during the year-. _ ienchapiad 19, 476, 158 20, 816, 699 


Deduct: 
Adjustment in obligations of prior years nan , — 
Unliquidated obligations, end of year __- q 5, & 5, 170, O11 


Total expenditures... .....-.-..--.---.- 16, 649, 824 18, 810, 000 21, 475, 000 


Expenditures are distributed as follows: 
Out of current authorizations................ ween 14, 750, 060 15, 300, 000 18, 000, 000 
Out of prior authorizations... 1, 899, 764 3, 510, 000 3, 475, 000 


EKLUTNA PROJECT, ALASKA 


Mr. JenseN. The Eklutna project, Alaska. You are asking for 
$4,612,000 for construction. Without objection, I will insert in the 
record at this point pages 133 through 137 of the justifications. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosecr Dara, Ekturna Prosect, ALASKA 
AUTHORIZATION 


Authorized under the act of July 31, 1950 (64 Stat. 382) as amended by the act 
of August 13, 1953 (67 Stat. 574). 
LOCATION 


Located in south central Alaska approximately 35 miles northeast of the city of 
Anchorage, Alaska. 
DESCRIPTION 


The purpose of the project is the development of hydroelectric power from 
Eklutna Lake. Facilities include Eklutna powerplant with appurtenant tunnel 
inlet, tunnel, penstock, surge tank and tailrace; existing Eklutna Dam which 
has been rehabilitated; transmission lines to Anchorage and Palmer, Alaska; and 
associated switchyards, substations and general facilities. The project will have 
an installed capacity of 30,000 kilowatts. 


STATUS 


Construction began in the latter part of fiscal year 1951. Construction has 
been completed on rehabilitation of existing Eklutna Dam, the Eklutna-Anchorage 
transmission line and the permanent government camp. Work will be continued 
this fiscal year on Eklutna tunnel, Eklutna powerplant, Eklutna-Palmer trans- 
mission line and Palmer substation. Work will be initiated on the Anchorage 
substation. All features except the tunnel and powerplant and the Anchorage 
substation should be completed this fiscal year, As of June 30, 1954, the work 
will be approximately 85 percent complete. 


REPAYMENT 


The entire construction cost of Eklutna project will be repaid from power rev- 
enues. As required by the act of August 13, 1953, a contract has been executed 
for sale of power to the city of Anchorage and includes arrangements whereby the 
city receives a credit on a portion of power purchased, in return for their interest 
in the existing Eklutna powerplant. A finding that the requirement of the act 
has been complied with was made by the Secretary of the Interior on November 
30, 1953. Contracts are under negotiation with the Chugach Electric Association 
= ma Electric Association for the sale of the remaining power output of 
the project. 


|| 
22, 344, 609 24, 383, 536 28, 776, 798 4 
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Amount to be repaid and the repayment period are: 
Power: 
Amount, $33,000,000. 
Regular repayment period, 1955 to 2004. 
Total, 50 years. 
History of project development: 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1948. 
Advanced planning, 1950. 
Construction, 1951. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1955. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1951, $1,100,000. 


Costs: 


Original estimated cost___- a $20, 365, 400 
Allocation of cost: Power 20, 365, 400 
Present estimated cost. 33, 000, 000 
Allocation of cost: Power 33, 000, 000 


The total estimated cost of the project has been reduced from $35,300,000 to 
$33 million (anticipated total obligations $32,950,000). This decrease is due both 
to the elimination of the cost of acquiring the existing Eklutna powerplant 
inasmuch as the city of Anchorage will receive power for its interest in the plant 
under the contract made with it and to adjustment of the estimate to reflect 
actual bid prices and engineering modifications. 


Schedule of development 


Fiscal year | Fiscal year| 
1954 1955 | Ultimate 


Through 


Power (kilowatts) 

Tentative power rates, (mills per kilowatt-hour): 
Firm (estimated at 50 percent load factor) 
Nonfirm (average) 


Estimate for construction and rehabilitation 
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA 


Estimated total obligations $32, 950, 000 
Total obligations to June 30, 1953 19, 492, 853 


Allotment, fiscal year 1954 : - 7, 381, 453 
Balance available in subsequent years_-__----._.-..._._-------_- 


Total obligation, fiscal year 1954 


Allotment, fiscal year 1955___- 


Total obligation, fiscal year 4, 612, 000 
Balance to complete 1, 195, 147 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1955 
The program for fiscal year 1955 provides for continuation of construction on 


the tunnel and powerplant. All work is scheduled to be completed during fiscal 
year 1955 except for engineering, cleanup work and settlement of contracts. 


JUSTIFICATION 
The power shortage which existed in the Eklutna project area at the time of 


project authorization has become increasingly acute with the increase in military 
and other activity in the Anchorage area. The Eklutna project will form a 


42590—54—pt. 2—-6 


: 
) 
| 
fiscal year 
1953 
11.0 | 11.0 
| 
100, 000 


812 


stabilizing base about which present power production in the area can be inte- 
grated. The estimate for fiscal year 1955 is needed to carry the project forward 
without interruption so that power will be available on the schedule date. 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1954 and 1955, Eklutna project, Alaska 


| | 
| 
} Total to Program Program 
Program item or June 30, current budget a 
1953 year 1954 | year 1955 _ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
| 
Eklutna Dam and Reservoir. $94, 780 
Eklutna powerplant and waterways.......| 29,783,435 | 14,781,002 | $9 $4, 474, 
........| (5, 127,000)| (1, 341,014) 
Intake tunnel, Penstock and Tailrace__| (24, 656, 435) | (13, 439, 988) 
Eklutna powerplant switchyard.___..___. 409, 000 38, 482 
125, 000 62, 980 
Anchorage substation 607, 000 47,615 
Transmission line, New Eklutna to Pal- 
Transmission line, New Eklutna to An- 
ses 33,000,000 | 16,813,532 | 10, 150, 321 4, 841, 000 1, 195, 147 
Service facilities... ........-.. 389,040 | —260,040 | —129,000 
Stores . 53,017 —35, 017 
Operation and maintenance during con- 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures.; —100,000 197,093 | —165,093 | —132,000 |.........-.. 
Total expenditures. ___......... .---+| 82,950,000 | 17,452,682 | 9,690,171 | 4,612,000 | 1,195, 147 
Total obligations....-...............| 32,950,000 | 19,492,853 | 7,650,000 | 4,612,000, 1,195, 147 
Method of financing: 
Prior year balance available. 368, 547 100, 000 
Balance available in subsequent —100,000 
Allotments required... 4,512,000 | 1,195, 200 


REDUCTION OF PROJECT COSTS 


Mr. Jensen. In order to reduce total project costs, power will 
be given to the city in payment for acquisition of the existing Eklutna 
power facilities to complete the Eklutna project. What does this 
do to the power pay-out schedule? 

Mr. McPuam. It was considered as part of the obligations in the 
study which we made to determine the proper rate for sale of power for 
the project. It does have an effect, of course, but that effect has been 
considered in the project pay-out. We are now prepared to submit to 
the Federal Power Commission, as required by law, rates for sale of 

wer on the Eklutna project. Those rates, as previously testified 

efore this committee, will average about 11 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
The estimated revenues will provide full pay-out of the project, with 
interest, and in addition return a substantial surplus to the Treasury. 

Mr. JensEN. With interest? 

Mr. McPuatt. Yes, sir. It will go to the Treasury and not be used 
in any other way. 

Mr. Jensen. Will this $4,612,000 complete that project? I had 
in mind it would cost more than this additional amount for completion. 

Mr. Dexuermer. That will complete it. We have been able by 
specific engineering changes to reduce the anticipated cost of that 
project. e anticipate a savings of about $3% million below the 
$33 million authorized. 
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Mr. JensEN. How do you account for the statement you have in 
your justifications which reads ‘Balance to complete, $1,195,147’? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Those were prepared for submittal to the Budget 
Bureau prior to the completion of this study and our analysis to find 
out that we had this saving possible. 

Mr. Jensen. So that can be forgotten; is that right? It has no 
place in this justification? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No. We found after this was submitted that a 
reanalysis and cutting down on some of the costs would permit us to 
make a saving of approximately $3 million. 

Mr. JeENseN. Won’t it also reduce the figure that you are asking for 
this vear? 

Mr. Gouze. We will need no additional money for 1954. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, sir, it will reduce the amount of money 
there. We are asking the Bureau of the Budget, and we ask this 
committee, to permit us to transfer the major part of that saving, 
estimated to be around $3% million, to the Tecolote tunnel of the 
Cachuma project without changing the overall 1955 budget. 

Mr. JeNsEN. You are asking the committee to give you authority 
to do that? 

Mr. Dexnemmer. We are asking the Bureau of the Budget to change 
that in their budget submittal, to change these papers to that effect. 
You would have that for consideration as a change in these figures. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Dexheimer, how much is the city of Anchorage 
to receive in the way of kilowatts, transformed into dollars, for this 
plant of theirs? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I will ask Mr. McPhail to answer that. 

Mr. McPuat. The city of Anchorage is to receive, at a cost equiva- 
lent to that which they have encountered in the past, 15 million 
kilowatt-hours a year, which is the amount of power that can be 
generated in an average year in its present hydroplant. The city will 
pay for that quantity of power the same amount that it would other- 
wise have had to pay if it operated the powerplant. 

Mr. Bupce. How much does the Federal Government pay the 
city of Anchorage in dollars, and over how many years? 

Mr. McPuai. The period of years will be the remaining period 
of their Federal Power Commission license, which is approximately 
24 vears after the date when service is estimated to start. 

The amount of credit the city will receive on what it would other- 
wise pay amounts to approximately $1,800,000. 

Mr. Bup@e. That the Federal Government is paying the city of 
Anchorage for this plant? 

Mr. MePuatt. Te sir; for the physical plant and the water rights 
which are necessary to provide water through the higher head at the 
Eklutna plant. 

Mr. Bupae. It is not a saving; it is simply a deferred payment, is 
it not? You are paying them in kilowatts at a later date rather than 
paying them monev now. 

Mr. McPnait. That is the situation. 

Mr. Bupae. It isn’t a saving in any sense of the word? 

Mr. McPuain. No, sir; it is approximately the same as though we 
had paid $1,400,000 in cash, and subsequently had to repay that 
amount to the Treasury, with interest, during the repayment period. 
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Mr. Bunge. In other words, you are not finishing the project very 
much below this last estimate, which is substantially in excess of the 
original estimate and the original authorization? 

Mr. McPnrat. This is true, to some extent. In the original esti- 
mate, as I recall, we had about $1,700,000 for that plant. In the $33 
million estimate, however, when the legislation was passed increasing 
the authorization to that amount, it was contemplated that the 
acquisition of the old Eklutna plant would be made by the method 
which we have gotten an agreement on with the city. 


Reeion 


Mr. Jensen. We will go into individual projects in region 1. 
Mr. H. T. Nelson is the regional director. 

Mr. Newson. Yes, sir. Region 1 consists of the entire Columbia 
River watershed except the Canadian portion thereof, and all coastal 
drainage areas of Washington and Oregon. It includes all of Wash- 
ington, virtually all of Oregon and Idaho, substantial portion of 
western Montana and Wyoming, and very small portions of Cali- 
fornia, Nevada, and Utah. 


MINIDOKA PROJECT, IDAHO 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Nelson, the Minidoka project, page 250 of the 
justifications, shows construction estimate of $1,900,000. Your re- 
quest for that item on maintenance is $600,800, totaling $2,500,800. 

At this point I would like to have inserted in the record, without 
objection, pages 247 through 251, 254 through 260, 262, and 263. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data, MintpoKa Procsect, Norra Sipe Pumpinc Drviston, [pano 
AUTHORIZATION 
By act of September 30, 1950 (64 Stat. 1083). 


LOCATION 


In Minidoka County, in south central Idaho near the town of Rupert. 


DESCRIPTION 


This division consists of 69,500 acres of irrigable public withdrawn land. Of 
this acreage, 55,850 acres will be developed by pumping from underground sources 
and the remainder, 13,650 acres, will be irrigated by pumping from the Snake 
River utilizing a portion of the presently reserved storage space in American Falls 
Reservoir augmented by storage from the Palisades Reservoir, now under con- 
struction. 

STATUS 


Construction was started in July 1952. Five wells in addition to those pre- 
viously drilled in the ground water testing period have been completed. During 
fiscal year 1954, available funds will be used to drill 22 wells (group 2) and con- 
struct related laterals, initiate drilling on 29 additional wells (group 3), start 
equiping the previously drilled 22 wells with pumps, motors, transformer sub- 
stations, and accessories, and open 9,100 acres of land for settlement immediately 
thereafter. Location surveys and farm unit surveys on both units A and B, will 
be performed and plans and specifications will be prepared for the construction 
program in fiscal year 1955 and thereafter, with the view of completing all con- 
struction on unit B work simultaneously with the completion of unit A. 


$15 


REPAYMENT 


Since 90 percent of the land of this division is in public ownership, and since no 
water user organization is in existence, repayment terms with future landowners 
will be negotiated before the expiration of the development period of 10 years. 
Other pertinent data for this division are: 


Amount to be repaid and repayment period 
Irrigation: 
Amount _. 1$9, 013, 000 
Repayment period: 
Regular____ years. 50 


Total____- do. 60 


1 In addition to this amount, the water users will repay comemmntly their proportionate share of cost of 
construction of Amerigan Falls and Palisades Reservoirs ($881,000 


of costs allocated to irrigation 
Water users_.___ _. $9, 013, 000 


Total... 


1 To be paid from revenues from sale of irrigation pumping power on this project. 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre 
From water users 
From power revenue_ 
Annual water user charges: 
Construction. 
Operation and maintenance. 


Total: 
' Includes American Falls and Palisades Reservoir costs. 


Gross crop income per acre resulting from project irrigation (actual, for current 
year 1952), $217. 
ITistory of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1904 
Advance planning, 1950 
Construction, 1952 
Date of functional completion of construction: fiscal year 1958. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriation for construction: 
Fiseal year 1953, $150,000. 


Original estimated cost $11, 395, 000 

Allocation of cost: Irrigation____- 11, 395, 000 
Present estimated cost 10,514, 000 
Allocation of cost: 


Irrigation 10, 509, 000 
Unallocated 5, 


The total estimated cost has been increased from $10,509, 000 to $10,514,000 
(anticipated total obligations $10,514,000) due to refinement of the estimate based 
on more current field data. 

Schedule of development 


Irrigation system—Irrigable acreage for service: Full: 
Through fiscal vear 1953 
Fiscal year 1954 
Fiscal year 1955_ 
Ultimate. 


10, 509, 000 
-------- 1$164, 00 
| 
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Estimate for construction and rehabilitation 
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA 


Allotment, fiscal year 1954 

Prior year balance available 

Balance available in subsequent year 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 934, 406 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955 
Prior year balance available 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955_________ 1, 925, 000 
Balance to complete 7 6, 600, 333 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1955 


The program includes the completion of equipment. purchases and installations 
for group 2 and of drilling operations for the additional 29 wells of group 8, initia- 
tion and completion of laterals for group 3, initiation of drilling of approximately 
29 more wells of group 4, and construction of shops, warehouses and 2 ditchrider 
houses. Purchase and installation of pumps, motors, transformer substations, 
and controls for the group 3 wells will be in progress to serve about 10,000 acres 
the following year. Construction of unit A pumping plant and canal and pur- 
chase of relift pumping equipment will be started for the 13,650 acres of that unit. 
The 1955 program also provides for completing all surveys required for plans and 
specifications for the entire 69,500 acres of the north side pumping division; 
land opening comprising 10,000 acres, and for project investigations relating to 
inclusion of additional acreage in the project plan. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The major portion of the fiscal vear 1955 allotment request is necessary for 
earnings under existing contracts to permit the work to proceed at an economical 
rate in accordance with the terms of these contracts. Funds are also required 
to start construction of unit A facilities as well as drilling of additional wells and 
related work on unit B to maintain an orderly and balanced program. 


AUTHORIZATION 


By the Secretary of the Interior on April 23, 1904. The Gooding division was 
authorized by congressional act of January 12, 1927 (44 Stat. 934), and the Secre- 
tary’s finding of feasibility July 2, 1928, approved by the President July 3, 1928. 
The Upper Snake River storage was authorized by the Secretary of the Interior 
on September 6, 1935. The north side pumping division was authorized for con- 
struction by the act of September 30, 1950 (64 Stat. 1083). The American 
Falls power division was authorized by the act of September 30, 1950 (Public 
Law 864, 8lst Cong.). 

LOCATION 


Along Upper Snake River in south central and eastern Idaho. Jackson Lake 
Reservoir is in western Wyoming on the Snake River. 


DESCRIPTION 


The primary purpose of the Minidoka project is to provide a full and supple- 
mental water supply for about 1,100,000 acres of irrigable land and develop 13,400 
kilowatts of power for irrigation pumping and delivery to several communities 
in the project area. One of the key structures on the project is the Minidoka 
Dam, a combined storage diversion, and power dam located about 6 miles south 
of Minidoka, Idaho, which diverts water into two canal systems, one on each side 
of the Snake River. On the north side of the river, the Minidoka North Side 
Canal, approximately 8 miles long, serves land adjacent to the towns of Acequeia, 
Rupert, Hevburn, and Paul to form the Gravity Division. The 13-mile long 
Main South Side Canal extends from the Minidoka Dam to the project area 
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south of the Snake River in Cassia County which, together with three large 
pumping plants and related laterals, forms the pumping division. 

Downstream from the Minidoka Dam the natural flow of the Snake River and 
storage releases from the American Falls Reservoir are diverted by the Milner 
diversion dam into the 70-mile long Milner-Gooding Canal to serve projects lands 
north of the Snake River in Jerome, Lincoln, and Gooding Counties. These 
facilities form the Gooding division. 

The Upper Snake River division consists essentially of storage facilities in the 
Island Park and Grassy Lake Reservoirs, the Cross Cut and Cascade Creek 
diversion dams, and an extensive canal system to furnish supplemental water to 
ane along the Henry Fork River and tributaries between Ashton and Rexburg, 

aho. 

The Minidoka project also includes the Jackson Lake Reservoir located in 
Wyoming on the headwaters of the Snake River which, together with storage 
in the American Falls Reservoir, provides a supplemental water supply for a large 
area in the Snake River that previously did not have an adequate supply for 
successful irrigation. 

The north side pumping division, which is under construction, consists of 
69,500 acres of public withdrawn land near Rupert, Idaho. Of this acreage 55,850 
acres will be developed by pumping from underground sources and 13,650 acres 
will be irrigated by pumping from the Snake River using existing storage in the 
American Falls Reservoir augmented by storage in the Palisades Reservoir now 
under construction. 

STATUS 


All of the Minidoka project has been completed with the exception of the north 
side pumping division, which is under construction, and the American Falls power- 
plant, which is authorized for future development. 

Operation and maintenance activities of project reserved works are financed by 
congressional appropriat ions of reclaination funds and advances made by project 
water users. ‘These reserved works include the Jackson Lake, Island Park, 
American Falls, Grassy Lake, and Minidoka Reservoirs, and the Minidoka power 
plant and transmission lines. Completed factors of the north side pumping 
division, now under construction, are also operated by the Government. The 
ay carvan funds are used to finance that proportion of the annual costs charge- 
able (1) to the Minidoka Irrigation District (gravity division), (2) to the storage 
space in American Falls Reservoir reserved by the United States for future project 
development, currently being leased annually to Warren Act contractors, (3) 
to deep well pumping operations on the north side pumping division, and (4) 
to the power plant and transmission system. Reimbursement for these expendi- 
tures is made to the reclamation fund in the following manner, respectively: 
(1) by collection from the Minidoka irrigation district following the determination 
of the previous year’s cost in accordance with provisions of the 1916 repayment 
contract with that district; (2) through advanced water rental collections re- 
ceived from the various individuals and organizations, and (3) through power 
revenues received from the several contractors served by the power system. 
Operations and maintenance costs on the north side pumping division during the 
initial testing period have been,for the most part, offset by revenues received 
under leasing arrangements. Operation and maintenance costs during the 8-10 
year development periods, the first of which commences January 1, 1954, will be 
fully repaid by the water users. 

REPAYMENT 


Repayment to the United States of the irrigation construction cost of the various 
completed project features is provided for by the several contracts with the water 
users. Costs of the gravity division are being repaid under water right contracts 
with the several hundred individual water users; joint obligation contracts have 
been negotiated with the American Falls Reservoir District No. 2, the Fremont- 
Madison Irrigation District, and the Burley Irrigation District. A small group 
of nonconsenters in the latter district have repaid construction cost with few 
exceptions. Only the American Falls Reservoir District No. 2 and the Fremont- 
Madision Irrigation District have substantial outstanding obligations to repay 

The Minidoka power plant, in operation since 1909, consists of seven generating 
units, the cost of six units (8,400 kw.) being allocated to the Burley and Minidoka 
Irrigation Districts. Cost to the United States of the seventh unit, 5,000 kw. 
is being returned from power revenues. 
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HISTORY OF DEVELOPMENT 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1902. 
Advanced Planning, 1904. 
Construction, 1904. 


Schedule of development 


opera- 
ae. Through 
—| fiseal year y ear eal) Ultimate 
Num- 1953 
Date| “bor 
Irrigation (system): 
rrigable acreage for service: 
222, 772 224, 954 234, 025 287, 165 
858, 240 858, 240 858, 240 858, 240 
1907 | 81,400 | 1,081,012 | 1,083,194 | 1,092,265 | 1,145, 405 
13, 400 13, 400 13, 400 13, 400 
Power rates (mills per kilowatt-hour) : 
Firm at 50 percent load factor... 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 
Nonfirm (average) 3.75 3.75 3.75 3.75 
EstTiMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
Summarized financial data 
Fiscal year 1954: 
Funds advanced by water users_________..________-- 100, 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1954_...._.........--....---..------- 391, 800 
Fiscal year 1955: 
Funds advanced by water 107, 000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1955.................-.-------------- 707, 800 


a 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


Program | Increase (+) 


or decrease 
1866 | (—) from 1954 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 
| 

Storage system: Normal operation and maintenance of 3 of the project reser- | | ' 
voirs which are used for storage and flood control namely Jackson Lake, | 

Island Park, and American Falls. The increase is due to increased labor, | | 

materials, and equipment operation cost _. | $76,300 | +$2, 700 

Replacements and Improvements: For rehabilitation of the water system at 

| 


Minidoka Dam, purchase of additional right-of-way at American Falls 
Reservoir and rehabilitation of gate-tender quarters at Jackson Lake 
Reservoir. 


Total obligations, multipurpose _____- 94, 300 | +16, 200 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Storage system: Normal operations and maintenance of 2 project reservoirs, | 
Grassy Lake and Minidoka Reservoirs, to store and provide water to the | 
4 operating irrigation districts, forming the Gravity, South Side Pumping, } } 
Gooding, and upper Snake River divisions of the project and the 36 Warren 
Act contractors who receive supplemental water. Increase due to increased | 
labor, materials, and equipment operation cost__ - } | 
Distribution system: For oneration and maintenance of pumns and laterals | 
of 38 wells serving approximately 16,000 acres of the North Side Pumping 
division, including purchase of power for pumping | 151, 000 +77, 000 


a ments and improvements: For the replacement of 1 truck and 2 
pickups 


Total obligations, irrigation 190, 700 +92, 000 


POWER FACILITIES 


Electric generation: For normal operation and maintenance of the Minidoka 
powerplant. Increase due to procurement of an adequate supply of replace- 
ment parts necessitated by normal growth of the power system and to in- 

‘ creased labor costs_-___- 90, 300 +5, 800 

L Other production expense: For the purchase of power to meet power system | 

demand in excess of plant capacity. Increase due to anticipated system 

load growth. This item requires no funds from Minidoka project but 


F represents nonappropriation transfer from Government owned power- 
q lants. Repayment to be accomplished by the application of a power rate 
, or energy delivered to respective power customers.__.-- 353, 000 +31, 000 


Transmission and distribution expense: For normal operation and mainte- 
nance of transmission facilities. This increase is necessary to maintain an 
adequate supply of replacement parts to meet anticipated normal growth 


in customer demand on the power system and to cover increased labor costs. 86, 500 +9, 000 
t Replacements and improvements: For construction of 1 substation and 1 

2 transmission line, and purchase of spare transformers__----..---.---------- 246, 000 +193, 000 

Total obligations, all facilities. ..........-.-..-..-.-------------------- 707, 800 +316, 000 


| 
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statistics 


| | Estimated 
Feature or item Unit | 
| Fiseal vear | Fiscal vear 
| | 1984 1985 
Irrigation svstem: 
Irrigable acreage for service: | | | 
Irrigation service land full: | | 
Public land | | Acres | 113, 307 115, 489 124, 560 
Private land ! 109, 465 109, 465 109, 465 
Total full irrigation. __. 222, 772 224, 954 234, 025 
Irrigation service land-supple- |_._._do 858, 240 858, 240 858, 240 
mental. | | | 
Total acreage served _..___' do. 1, 081, 012 1, 083, 194 1, 092, 265 
Net area in cultivation. do. 1, 004, 435 1, 004, 435 1, 013, 500 
Gross crop value _- ae Sl: 115, 106, 000 115, 540, 000 
Average gross crop value ‘per cul- So ae Jia 114. 60 114. 60 114.00 
tivated acre. 
Storage dams and reservoirs_. Number Sede 25) 25 25 
Drains 182 182 182 
wells, Northside Pumping | 10 15 37 
ivisio 
Laterals, Northside Pumping Divi- | Miles__- ; 13 17 10 
sion. | 
Power svstem: | 
Annual sales. _ errs Kilowatt-hours..__| 3 168, 584, 850 130, 000, 000 135, 000, 000 
Total power rev: 703, 099 574, 000 610, 000 
Powerplants Number........-. 1 | 1 1 
Kilowatts 13, 400 13, 400 13, 400 
Substations Number. 31 31 31 
Substation capacity -..............--. Kilovolt- -amperes 73, 000 73, 600 74, 000 


1 Classification in this category prior to the time of irrigation project construction. 
2 One of these dams (Minidoka) provides storage, diversion facilities, and power. 
3 Includes Boise project—unit 7 sales to units 1-6. 


POWER FACILITIES 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Nelson, your justifications make reference to 
transformer and substations to be built in 1955. Money for trans- 
mission lines and substations was deleted for this project last year. 
I note you have a request in this bill for substations. 

Mr. Netson. The money that was deleted last year was for trans- 
mission and distribution lines for the Minidoka North Side Pumping 
division. Since that time arrangements have been made whereby 
the local utility is furnishing the transmission facilities and the sub- 
stations for the Minidoka project. 

I believe the item you are referring to is in the Minidoka operation 
and maintenance request; is that right? In the Minidoka project one 
substation is requested under the operation and maintenance item 

Mr. Jensen. This is under “Construction and _ rehabilitation, 
North Side.’”’ Your note at the bottom of page 250 says, in part, 
“Purchase and installation of pumps, motors, transformers, sub- 
stations.” 

Mr. Netson. Yes; I see that note. I would like to clarify that, 
Mr. Chairman. Only the stepdown transformers from ths company’s 
34\-kilovolt lines are included, and those are transformers which are 
required only for serving the wells and will not serve the domestic load 


wo 
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of the company. They have requested that we furnish them because 
if they are to furmsh them they will have to provide a rather large 
amount of immediate financing without material benefit to their 
system. 

DISTRIBUTION LINES 


Mr. JENSEN. Page 252 of the justifications shows distribution lines, 
$136,480, for 1955. 

Mr. Neutson. We are not proposing the construction of any distri- 
bution lines, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. Then we can take that money out? 

Mr. Netson. I would like to make a comment on that. 

Mr. Jensen. We are not going to appropriate any money that you 
don’t need. You know that. 

Mr. Netson. I know that. 

Mr. Jensen. So don’t try to justify it, if you don’t need it. 

Mr. Netson. The project has a limitation for the development of 
the entire project, a cost limitation. Under that limitation we are 
able now, our cost estimates show, to develop irrigation facilities for 
only 69,500 acres. However, within the authorized project there are 
77,650 acres. So that what funds are not required for transmission 
or substation facilities could be used for the development of more land 
through the drilling of more wells. 

Mr. Jensen. We do not appropriate that way. You bring in an 
item here for power. Then you discover that you don’t need it. 
This committee will not leave that in the appropriation on the final 
markup for you to use for any other purpose. 

Mr. Netson. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Jensen. If you need money for any other purpose, we will 
expect you to justify it. But you can’t justify using money for irri- 
gation or anything else that has been justified on the basis of trans- 
mission lines. 

Mr. Netson. | certainly agree with that. We have laid out a 
program of $1,900,000, exclusively, for the irrigation facilities and the 
necessary stepdown transformers. 

Mr. JenseN. But you won't need that $136,480 for the purpose 
that it was originally intended? You know that now, don’t you, 
Mr. Nelson? 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JeENsEN. Will repayment contracts provide for repayment of 
entire cost? 

Mr. Newson. Yes, sir. 


AUTOMOTIVE EQUIPMENT 


Mr. Jensen. What is the condition of automotive equipment to 
be replaced? 

Mr. Netson. The Minidoka project operation and maintenance on 
replacement items has been deleted for several years past. If I may 
say so, sir, they are in precarious condition. They are passenger 
cars of upward of 60,000 miles, and it is pretty rough country. We 
feel that the vehicles are urgently required. I might add that this 
particular money is entirely reimbursable. 
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IRRIGATION DEVELOPMFNT BY SETTLERS 


Mr. Jensen. Would it be feasible and more economical to have 
irrigation developed by owners or settlers, by individual pumping 
from wells? 

Mr. Netson. I would say that individual operators can develop 
wells feasibly and economically. They are doing it on the outskirts 
of the project. However, these are all public lands. This is a public- 
land project. By virtue of it being that kind of project we are able 
to divide it up into units of approximately 100 acres for settlement by 
veterans. We do have a demand for those units. 

At the last opening we had 4,700 applications, from 37 States and 
Alaska and several of the Territories, for some 72 units which were 
available. So that is the advantage that I see to project development. 


POWER FACILITIES 


May I make a clarification of a north side item, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Neztson. I am advised that that $136,000 is improperly 
labeled as distribution lines, whereas, as a matter of fact, it is step- 
down transformers. It comes about as an accounting readjustment. 
The breakdown does show it to be 48 transformers which will be re- 
quired from the distribution lines of the utility. I would be very 
happy if the committee spelled that out. 

Mr. Jensen. Then what is included in this item, “Service facilities, 
$55,000"? 

Mr. Nevson. You are referring now to page 252? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Netson. That is temporary construction plant. It would 
not include power facilities. It would include temporary buildings, 
survey instruments, and things of that kind. 

Mr. Jensen. Aren’t the private utilities up there ready and willing 
to furnish these transformers? 

Mr. Netson. No, they are not. We have endeavored to get them 
to do it. These transformers will be located where there will be no 
domestic load of any kind. They will be located at wells. They will 
form a very large increment of load, using wheeled energy. I know 
they would prefer that the project furnish them. 

Mr. Jensen. Who would—the utilities? 

Mr. Newson. Yes, sir, the Idaho Power Co. 

Mr. Jensen. I wouldn’t blame them for that. They wouldn’t have 
to furnish the money to pay the bill. But is that the right way to do 
it? Wouldn't it be proper for them to furnish these transformers? 

Mr. Newson. I believe that the transformers are as much a part 
of the irrigation plant as the motors and the pumps and the wells. 
They are all required to make the well operate. 

Mr. Jensen. Let us read from the hearings last year. Mr. Ralph 
Gale, vice president of the Idaho Power Co., is testifying: 

At this time and for the same reason the Idaho Power Co. opposes the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation request now before this committee for appropria- 
tions in the amount of $559,000 to construct transmission lines, switching facilities, 
oo distribution lines for the Minidoka project, north side pumping division, 

10. 


This appropriation will result in needless expenditures of Federal Government 
funds, as the Idaho Power Co. is now transmitting United States Bureau of Re- 


823 


clamation power to serve those Bureau of Reclamation pumps now in operation 
on the north side pumping division of the Minidoka project. United States 
Bureau of Reclamation generated power is being transmitted under a contract 
with the Idaho Power Co., effective until October 31, 1956. 

Did this item in last year’s budget of $559,000 include money for 
transformers? 

Mr. Netson. No, sir. Not for the stepdown transformers. I 
have no quarrel with that language at all. I have here a letter dated 
July 8, 1953, which I would like to show you, which formalizes the 
arrangement I am speaking of now. 


LAND WITHDRAWALS 


Mr. Bupeér. Mr. Nelson, I notice on page 251 of the justifications 
the following sentence: 

The 1955 program also provides for completing all surveys required for plans 
and specifications for the entire 69,500 acres of the north side pumping division; 
land opening comprising 10,000 acres, and for project investigations relating to 
inclusion of additional acreage in the project plan. 

Would you explain to the committee just what that entails? 

Mr. Neuson. Yes, sir. The original project authorization was for 
a project covering 77,650 acres. The cost estimates were prepared 
on that basis and a limitation was placed in the bill for that cost 
estimate. However, when construction was started and a revised 
cost estimate, taking into account latest costs, was included, it was 
found that we could not build a project larger than 69,500 acres and 
still come within that limitation. 

What is meant there—it sounds like the original project plan is 
being expanded, but that is intended to mean that the wells and 
laterals will be designed for the originally authorized 77,000 acres 
and no more. That is public land. 

Mr. BupGe. Then the total project, with the addition of this 8,000 
acres which you did not present to the committee last year, amounts 
to 77,000 acres? 

Mr. Newson. Yes. sir. 

Mr. Buper. That is now what the Bureau proposes to irrigate in 
this project? 

Mr. Neuson, Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. The original investigation was made in 1904. The 
withdrawal was made from any public entry on that land a few years 
later. Mr. Nelson, do you recall what the original withdrawal was 
there? 

Mr. Newtson. I do. I believe the original withdrawal was in the 
order of the magnitude of 149,000 acres. I have a tabulation that 
will make that figure more exact. But there was originally withdrawn 
a much larger total than the 77,000 that is intended to be included in 
the final project. 

Mr. Bupee. Does the Bureau have any present or future plans of 
any kind for the irrigation of any acreage in that project or in that 
project area above this 77,000-acre figure? 

Mr. Netson. No, sir. All of the additional acreage has been 
released from withdrawal in a series of three withdrawal-releases 
within the past year. 

I might add that those came to about 37,000 acres, and an additional 
34,000 acres was released in the Hunt area. There is still withdrawn 
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an area of approximately 112,000 acres. That is gross acreage, which 
covers the project area from which we will ultimately have 77,000 
irrigable acres. The difference is made up of class 6 lands, rights of 
way, the area occupied by Lake Walcott 

Mr. Bunce. It is all within the geographical limits of the project, 
is it not? 

Mr. Newson. Yes, it stands at 112,000 acres. I can assure the com- 
mittee when the project is developed to its contemplated size any 
unused amounts will be released or disposed of as fractional tracts. 

Mr. BupeGr. Mr. Dexheimer, I went into this because it is so true 
in many sections of my State, and I suspect that it is true in a great 
many places in the West. The Bureau many years ago—in this 
instance nearly 50 years ago—withdrew a tremendous amount of 
land which they didn’t even start to develop until nearly 50 years later, 
and now they are only developing approximately half of it. 

We have the withdrawals for irrigation purposes and for power pur- 
poses that are scattered all over, and the Bureau has no present, and 
as far as I know, no future projects concerning them. I hope the 
Bureau will look into those and for any that they do not intend to 
develop, they will place them back under the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment so that they can be utilized for other purposes. 

You can’t even file a mining claim on these lands that have been 
withdrawn. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I can supply you some information: 

During the calendar year 1953 the Bureau of Reclamation withdrew from the 
public domain and reserved for relamation purposes approximately 2,725 acres 
of land, and during this same period approximately 917,250 acres of land were 
released from withdrawal as being no longer required for reclamation purposes. 
Such lands were returned to the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management 
for administration in accordance with the public land laws. Also, during the 
calendar vear 1953 the Bureau of Reclamation acquired approximately 34,900 
acres of private land, required for construction purposes, and 24,737 acres of land 
were acquired for settlement purposes on the Columbia Basin project. 

The Bureau sold during 1953 approximately 13,300 acres of public domain. 
This land was sold to settlers on reclamation projects for use with their existing 
farms and consisted of small or isolated tracts which by themselves were insufficient 
to support a family. On the Columbia Basin project during 1953 approximately 
33,560 acres of public domain and acquired land were sold as farm units for 
settlement purposes under the provisions of the Columbia Basin Act. 

I want to assure you that we are trying to get rid of these with- 
drawn lands as quickly as we can. In that regard I would like to 
call your attention to the fact that many of these parcels we have 
held in withdrawal hoping to carry on some investigation to determine 
whether they are susceptible to development. ; 

Mr. Bupae. Fifty years is quite a long time to retain them for 
investigation. 

Mr. Dexuermer. It is much too long. Of course, there are chang- 
ing conditions under which they might become properly usable. There 
is sprinkler irrigation and various things developing as possibilities. 
As our demand grows, we want to be cautious and have them inves- 
tigated before we release them. : 

Mr. Bunce. I hope you do that. Then, if the Bureau has plans 
for the land, I am all in favor of having them investigate the possi- 
bilities, and if they turn out to be feasible, ultimately place them 
under irrigation. 
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I hope where the Bureau has no plans of any kind, and does not 
foresee any, they will restore the lands to the public domain for 
entry, just like the other lands in the public domain. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We have in the last calendar year released close 
to 1 million acres. We will proceed with that as rapidly as we can. 


EFFECT OF WATER ON WORLD ECONOMY 


Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Commissioner, I was surprised the other day 
to find in your statement and background that you came up through 
the ranks and had worked in the Department for years. Then you 
said you were over on the Burma Road in China, and in other nations. 
You found out over there that sometimes they were in need of water; 
other times they had excess water and typhoons. That experience 
will certainly stand you in good stead in the job you now have. 

Mr. Dexuermer. | spent over 6 months mostly traveling around 
India. I was acquainted with Mr. Kashla, who was chief engineer of 
the Indian Government for irrigation and reclamation. I traveled 
very extensively in China. I spent some time with Dr. Savage and 
many other consultants traveling around there, and worked with their 
engineers in many ways. 

i am firmly convinced that the plight of that part of the world is 
entirely due to their lack of taking care of their natural resources, 
and particularly their watersheds, and conservation and use of their 
water. The devastation of those countries, the flood damages that 
are caused, could be prevented. I hope this country never gets in a 
position of permitting those things to continue to a point where we 
have anywhere near the devastation they have. 

With increasing population and the need for using up our natural 
resources, if we don’t keep pace in replacing those that we can replace, 
and conserving particularly every drop of water, we will wind up in 
the same condition. 

I would certainly hate to pass that on as a heritage to coming 
generations. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is what I had in mind when I said that what 
you learned over in those nations will stand you well in the job you 
now have. You have a wonderful background. You are well trained 
from your training in the Bureau and from what you have seen in the 
rest of the world. 

Mr. Dexuermer. In Australia, particularly, the need for conserv- 
ing water has reached a desperate stage. The one big river they 
have, the River Murray, about 2,500 miles long, has an annual runoff 
of only 12 million acre-feet. There are thousands of miles of good 
irrigable land that could be developed, but at the present time there 
are less than 9 million people in the entire continent of Australia, 
which is only 3,000 square miles less than the United States. The 
reason is that they do not have the water. They are now undertaking 
a billion-dollar project to bring water from the coastal areas through 
the mountains to the interior where they can use it. 

There are many places in Australia where they are pumping water 
up 1,500 to 2,000 feet and for distances of over 300 miles to supply 
domestic and a small amount of industrial and agricultural water. 

Water in that country is worth what they pay for it. It will become 
so in this country. I think anything we can do to save our water, 
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and to do it in such a way that we will ultimately get the ultimate 
development from it, not waste it by evaporation or other means, is 
certainly worthwhile, and we are in a position to do it now. We 
must plan, however, for those things. We must go along with the 
best engineering judgment to keep from wasting it or to keep from 
being unable in the future to develop that water to advantage. 

In Australia many projects were poorly planned. They are spend- 
2 or 3 times the original cost to increase those projects to get a little 
more water where it is so badly needed. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is why I think the Department is in able 
hands, and I mean that sincerely. You are the Commissioner of 
Reclamation. The training and EP cbse: that you have had in 
your country and what you have seen in other nations will enable 
you to carry on adequately. 


LAND WITHDRAWALS 


Mr. Bunge. You wouldn’t want your comments, Mr. Dexheimer, 
to be construed as meaning that a cancellation of these withdrawals 
meant there was going to be any bad effect upon the conservation 
programs of the Department of the Interior, would you? 

Mr. Dexuemer. No, I would not. I was not particularly think- 
ing about withdrawals at the time I made that statement. It was 
the conservation of our resources. 

Mr. Bupar. With which we all agree. I would not want your 
remarks to be construed that by canceling these withdrawals vou 
were doing something that was not good conservation practice. That 
is not what you mean, is it? 

Mr. Dexuemer. No. I only mean that we should not release them 
from withdrawal until we are satisfied that they are not susceptible of 
reasonably early development. That development should not be 
hampered by having to go back and purchase them, in case we should 
release them, and have to later obtain them at a high price from pri- 
vate interests. ; 

Mr. Bungee. I think that is a correct approach. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We need planning money well in advance and 
spread over a great deal of territory to make those investigations, 
however. 

SOIL CONSERVATION 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Commissioner, I am more than gratified to know 
your ideas and philosophy on the value of the conservation of our 
priceless soil. 

I might say that the primary reason why this committee has always 
appreciated Goodrich Lineweaver is the very fact that he fought con- 
stantly for good irrigation projects and for the conservation of our 
soil. 

We on this committee are very conscious, and have been for many 
vears, of the very things that you have just enunciated. Mr. Kirwan 
has taken trips to some of these nations, as I did last fall, who forgot 
that their soil would finally wear out. I saw in many of the countries 
of the Old World the very thing that you have just described. Every 
one of those countries now is crying for bread. As you have just re- 
marked, it would be a most criminal thing for we who are here today 
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to let this precious soil of ours be eroded and destroyed. Certainly 
posterity would think very ill of us if we let that happen. 

Like Mr. Kirwan, I know you are well-qualified to do the thing that 
you have been chosen to do. If we can just get the people of America, 
not only of the Western States but in every other State of the Union, 
in the hamlets, the towns, the cities of our Nation, to appreciate the 
thing that you have just said, then we will really be doing something 
for ourselves and for posterity. 

You have in almost every county of America today soil conservation 
boards, soil conservation commissioners, set up under the authority of 
the Soil Conservation Service. Those men work for nothing. They 
just work constantly to assist their neighbors in doing a good job of 
conserving our soil. They have no other purpose in mind except to 
do a good job. 

I hope, Mr. Dexheimer, you will work much closer with the soil 
conservation commissioners of every county, of every district in this 
Nation, than has been the case heretofore. You will find them—l 
know you know a number of them—ready and willing to give you 
everv service they can in the soil conservation department, here in 
Washington or in any office in the land. 

They have soil conservation in their blood. It is a religion with 
them, so to speak. In my estimation, they are some of the finest 
people we have in America. They are always thinking about the 
great responsibility we have in conserving our soil. I suppose you 
know some of those men, do you not? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes; I do. 

Mr. Jensen. The more you know them, the better you like them. 
Thev were elected by their neighbors because they were civic-minded. 
They spend their own money to go to meetings, not only in their 
county and State but to the national meetings. Why? Because 
they just believe so thoroughly in the great job that we have of con- 
serving our soil and our water resources. 

You have that great group of men now numbering over 12,000 who 
think about that all the time, in addition to millions of other people. 
I hope some day we can get everybody in America thoroughly edu- 
cated on the value of soil and water conservation. A lot ot folks 
say, “You don’t need to worry about irrigation projects. There is no 
esi in soil conservation or in irirgation.’”’ There certainly is, 
vecause they can use too much water. 

They can leach their land to such a degree that the substance of the 
top soil is taken down too far into the ground. There are a lot of 
things where experts in soil conservation are needed in the Department 
of Interior. But you have very few people working on that job today. 

Mr. Drexuermer. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. Experts in soil analysis; is that right? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is right, Mr. Chairman. We would like 
to do more of it. 1 would also like to call your attention to the fact 
that that is one of the primary needs for rehabilitation money. We 
try our best to keep these farmers from destroying their land by 
overirrigation or improper use of water. We find, however, that 
regardless of that, there comes a time when we must go in and put 
in more drainage than was anticipated. That is one of the reasons 
why we have to watch these projects, continually supervise many 
of them, and spend more money for rehabilitation and betterment. 
42590—54— pt. 27 
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Mr. Jensen. I can understand that. They use more water than 
they need to use while their neighbors outside the irrigation project 
are getting along with less water than they should have. The area of 
those irrigation projects could be extended and there would be suffi- 
cient water if the present water users were not wasting it. 

On several passers, engineers and the people there have told us 
that water is bemg wasted on the irrigation project. 

Mr. Dexuermer. They are almost at the point of civil war in some 
places, just about the use of water. 

Mr. JensEN. They say, “It is our water and we will use it as we 
see fit.” After all, that is a God-given thing. The good Lord didn’t 
intend that anyone should have a monopoly on it, neither the Gov- 
ernment nor any private individual. 

Mr. Bupaer. I hope the chairman did not interpret my remarks 
with regard to these withdrawals 

Mr. Jensen. I know exactly what you mean. 

Mr. Buper. I have absolutely no objection to the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation retaining the withdrawals if they think some tine in the 
foreseeable future they are going to build something on it. But they 
are not the agency to administer the — lands and conserve the 
public lands. That is the job of the Bureau of Land Management 
in the Department of the Interior. 

When they reach the point where they have had the land with- 
drawn for 50 years and they do not have anything planned for it in 
the next 50 years, it seems to me they have reached the point where 
it should be turned back to the original agency. 

Mr. Jensen. I agree with you thoroughly, and I am sure Mr. 
Dexheimer does. 


PALISADES PROJECT, IDAHO-WYOMING 


The next is the Palisades project. Construction: $12,500,000. We 
will insert pages 268, 269, and 270 in the record. 
(The justifications referred to follows:) 


EstIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION, PALISADES ProJect, IpAHo- 
WYoMING 


Summarized financial data 


Balance available in subsequent year__....--..----- — 50, 000 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1954_.........---.-----.--.. 17, 085, 432 
Allotment, Tecal your 1966... $12, 150, 000 
Prior year balance available___.......-..---------- 50, 000 

Total obligations, fiseal year 1955_.._......-...----------- 12, 200, 000 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1955 


The program for fiscal year 1955 includes continuation of construction on the 
dam, povernat. relocation of roads, and reservoir clearing. The acquisition of 
reservoir right of way will be virtually completed. New contracts will be awarded 
in fourth quarter of fiscal year for clearing the remainder of the reservoir area and 
remaining highway section. Preliminary survey and design work will be started 
for the Palisadies to Goshen transmission line No. 2. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The construction of Palisades project has been considered necessary for several 
years. With the completion of American Falls Reservoir in 1927, the hazard of 
irrigation water shortage was believed to have been alleviated. Subsequent to 
1928, however, during an unprecedented series of dry years, American Falls 
Reservoir failed to fill. Asa result, serious crop losses were experienced. In 1931 
the losses were approximately $3 million; in 1934 they were about $7 million; and 
in 1935, $1 million. Such serious losses revealed the urgent need for additional 
storage, such as would be provided by Palisades Reservoir. 

The project is an esential component in the Federal plan for alleviating the 
regional power shortage which is growing under the impact of the defense activities 
in this area. 

The Palisades project, in addition to providing needed holdover storage, will 
control fully all floods similar to those recorded in the past. 


Schedule of construction Sregre®, font years 1954 and 1955, Palisades project, 


aho- Wyoming 
Total to Program Program ; 
Program item a June 30, current budget ae 
1953 year 1954 | year 1955 peete 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

Palisades Dam and Reservoir._....-....-.-- $36, 998, 000 | $7,791, 717 | $9, 695,432 | $5,690, 689 | $13, 820, 162 
2, 275, 000 75, 025 1, 308, 000 591,975 |__ 
Relocation of existing property _- 8,517,000 | 3,309,043 | 2,550, 000 940, 639 1, 717, 318 
.| 2,210, 000 179, 211 200, 000 938, 160 892, 629 
-| 18, 931, 000 1, 066, 892 3, 564, 000 4, 103, 672 10, 196, 436 
1, 922, 000 51, 394 | | Sao 1, 864, 606 
977, 000 811, 722 165, 278 
Palisades to Goshen transmission line No. 2:| 1, 080, 000 3, 096 | __ 50, 000 1, 026, 904 
Transmission lines and substations (future) 2, 521, 000 7, 226 2, 513, 774 
General property. 657, 000 488, 153 45, 000 123, 847 
Fish, wildlife, and recreational facilities. __- 513, 000 7 6, 000 20, 000 487, 000 
Total cost..... .............--.----.] 76, 601,000 | 14,083,479 | 17,374,432 | 12,335,135 | 32, 807, 954 
Service facilities. .......... 1, 164,442 | —140,000 | —140, 000 —884, 442 
127, 436 20, 000 —147, 436 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures_.| —301,000 | —326, 580 9, 697 4, 865 11, 018 
Total expenditures................... 76, 300, 000 | 15,048,777 | 17, 264,129 | 12, 200, 000 | 31, 787, 094 
Unliquidated obligations. 178,697 | —178, 697 
76, 300, 000 | 15, 227,474 | 17,085,432 | 12,200,000 | 31, 787, 094 

Method of financing: 
12, 150, 000 | 31, 787, 1C0 


PALISADES-GOSHEN TRANSMISSION LINE 


Mr. JensEN. $50,000 is requested for the Palisades to Goshen trans- 
mission line, No. 2. Is the line necessary? 

Mr. Netson. The answer is that we are negotiating a wheeling con- 
tract with the Idaho Power Co. and the Utah Power Co. for the dis- 
tribution of Palisades energy, primarily for irrigation pumping to the 
Minidoka North Side and the Michaud areas. The line in question 
is required to be started in 1955, that is, the calendar year; fiscal year 
1956. It must be built by somebody because there is no facility there 
now. 

In the progress of the negotiations it was agreed that it would be 
desirable to have the line and the necessary right-of-way surveys ac- 
complished this year. I have been informed that the Bureau’s request 
for that purpose will not be opposed. 
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Mr. Bupags. Mr. Nelson, in line with the question just asked by 
the chairman, if that line is necessary to be commenced in 1955, with 
the funds which you are requesting here, what happens to your present 
schedule as to the completion of the Palisades on which this justifieca- 
tion for the line is based? 

Mr. Netson. It is estimated that possibly a year and a half—that 
is two construction seasons—would be required to complete the line. 
We would like to have the line ready by December 1956 in the event 
that the first generator goes on the line at that time. 

Our present goal for the first generator on the line is July of 1957. 
But at one time it was scheduled for December of 1956. This would 
finish the transmission line in the fall of 1956. 

Mr. Bupae. Actually, then, unless you get additional funds above 
what you have programed for construction, this line will be a year 
ahead of time? 

Mr. Netson. No, sir. This is only during fiscal 1955, which goes 
over into the tail end of the calendar year 1955. It is only for location 
of the line and the delineating of the right-of-way and designing of 
the line. It is assumed then that satisfactory arrangements will have 
been made for the construction of the line and construction would 
start a year from now. 


SCHEDULED COMPLETION DATA 


Mr. Bupee. Last year we were informed that the Palisades was 
almost a vear ahead of schedule. What is the status now under this 
proposed budget item? 

Mr. Netson. The goal dates have been moved back from December 
of 1956 for the first power-on-line date until July 1957, and first storage 
in the spring of 1957, instead of the spring of 1956. 

Mr. Rares. How much money would be required in this fiscal 
year to complete that project a year ahead of schedule that you were 
talking about last year? 

Mr. Netson. That requires, of course, a very careful analysis of the 
contractor’s schedule. I can say he has estimated his requirements 
this vear as being some $8,300,000. We have analyzed his program 
and consider that he could use about $7,300,000. But we are only 
‘able to allow him $5,300,000 under this $12,200,000 in the commitment 
that must go along with the prime contract. 

Mr. Bupar. Would the additional $2 million being available in 
fiscal 1955 permit the completion a year ahead of schedule? 

Mr. Netson. I do not have a firm commitment from the contractor 
on that point, although he has made excellent progress up to now. 
He has not stated that he could not make that schedule, although we 
would have had to cut him short this year. 

Mr. Bupce. You mean, you ran out of funds for fiscal 1954? 

Mr. Nutson. No, 1955. We will be cutting him back from the 
schedule he would like to follow. Of course, all other progress on 
that job is dependent on the progress of the prime contractor. | 
ol say that my personal opinion is that under normal operating 
conditions, normal weather conditions, he would make the accelerated 
schedule if we supply him sufficient funds to operate at the rate of 
maximum efficiency for fiscal 1955. 
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Mr. Bunce. What I am trying to find out is what happened to the 
program that was going to enable you to complete this project and 
start the pay-out period 1 year earlier than planned. Apparently 
you are not going to do it under this budget; is that right? 

Mr. Netson. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. How much money will it take? 

Mr. Netson. $2 million additional. 


Monpay, Fesruary 8, 1954; 


MINIDOKA PROJECT 


Mr. JensEN. The committee will come to order. Mr. Budge, I 
believe you had some questions to ask Mr. Nelson. 

Mr. Bunce. Yes. 

Mr. Nelson, with relation to the north-side pumping project, there 
was a misunderstanding about that item of $136,480. I wish you 
would insert in the record a statement indicating just what that is 
intended to be used for. 

Mr. Netson. I would appreciate the opportunity of doing that. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Min1poKa Proveci, IpAno, Norta-Stpr Pumpina Drvision 
CONSTRUCTION 


Statement concerning (1) the requirement for a fiscal year 1955 budget item 
of $136,480 for “Distribution lines and substations” (pp. BR-252 and 253) and 
(2) explaining the status of other power items of this division: 

No transmission, distribution lines, or major substations are programed for 
construction by the Federal Government on the Minidoka north-side pumping 
division, although the estimated total cost column on the schedule for this divi- 
sion does continue to display ultimate cost amounts for these features which were 
ineluded in the plan authorized on September 30, 1950. 

The $136,480 fiscal year 1955 budget item for ‘Distribution lines and substa- 
tions’”’ (p. BR-253) will provide only for progress on the purchase and installation 
of numerous small transformer stations located near the 146 irrigation wells of 
unit B. These transformers are required to step down voltage from the 34,500- 
volt distribution system being constructed by the Idaho Power Co. to the Bureau’s 
pump-motor voltage. These transformers are not expected to serve any loads 
other than the Bureau’s pumps; it is not expected that any loads such as would 
normally be served by company facilities will arise in the vicinity of the Bureau’s 
wells to enable joint use of such transformers. 

Energy for the 15 irrigation wells which the Bureau has completed to date is 
now being wheeled from the Anderson Ranch Dam power plant of the Boise 
project over the company’s transmission and distribution facilities under an exist- 
ing contract. Full development of the north-side pumping division ultimately 
will also require the wheeling in, and distribution at 34,500 volts, of energy from 
Palisades Dam when that power plant goes into operation. Any major trans- 
mission lines and substations and most or all of the 34,500-volt distribution system 
which the company may construct will serve both Federal and non-Federal 
customers. 

The only revenue accruing to the company by virtue of the irrigation operation 
will be that for providing the wheeling service. The utility therefore cannot 
reasonably be expected to provide capital investment in transformers below the 
distribution voltage of 34,500, and has so advised the Bureau of Reclamation by 
letter dated July 8, 1953. 

The estimated total cost column has alw ays included amounts for purchase and 
installation of the small stepdown transformers but this is the first budget to 
carry them on the program line which is labeled ‘Distribution lines and sub- 
stations.”” Previously they had been included in the program line labeled 
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“Deep wells,’”’ along with the costs of drilling the wells and equipping them with 
pumps, motors, meters, and switching apparatus. Reassignment of these 
transformers to the category ‘‘Distribution lines and substations’? was made in 
August 1953, when, in the course of the Bureau’s annual reexamination of the cost 
estimates of all projects, this changeover was deemed necessary to obtain better 
conformance with the Bureau’s manual on uniform cost classification. Provision 
for initiating purchase of the small stepdown transformers was included in the 
$681,000 ‘Deep wells” item in the fiscal year 1954 justifications. These trans- 
formers were not a part of the $304,000 1954 request for ‘‘Transmission lines and 
switching facilities’ or of the $255,000 1954 request for ‘Distribution lines,” 
both of which were eliminated by the Congress in the fiscal year 1954 appropriation 
proceedings. 

Authorization of the Minidoka north side pumping division was part of the 
Palisades project reauthorization of September 30, 1950, and it placed a cost 
limitation on this division in the amount of $11,395,000, including storage allo- 
cations from certain reservoirs. The 1950 authorization provided for construction 
by the Government of primary transmission, substations, and distribution lines, 
if found necessary for developing the authorized 77,650 acres. At that time, 
the north side pumping division area was largely undeveloped and it appeared 
that primary transmission and distribution facilities might have to be provided 
by the Government, in order to deliver energy from Palisades powerplant to the 
deep well pumps of unit B and to the major pumping plant on the Snake River 
for unit A. The portion of such power system facilities assigned for inclusion 
in the north side pumping division cost estimate consists of 28 miles of 115,000- 
volt transmission line and 3 major substations, all of which were classified as 
“Transmission lines and switching facilities.’’ One of these substations was to 
step down from 115,000 volts to 2,400 volts for direct service to unit A pumping 
plant. The other 2 substations were to step down from 115,000 volts to 24,900 
volts. The Government-owned 24,900-volt distribution system was to be 
ey a from the latter substations and was classified as ‘Distribution lines’’; 
its function was to deliver power to the small transformers at the 146 wells. The 
above 2 classifications account for approximately $1,800,000 of the $11,395,000 
cost one (or of the $10,514,000 limitation after deducting storage allo- 
cations). 

Congressional consideration to giving authorization to the north side pumping 
division was initiated in 1949, based upon a report which in turn was based 
upon 1948 prevailing costs. Increased costs, principally in irrigation features, 
over the 1948 costs make it possible to plan to provide works for only 69,500 
acres of the authorized total of 77,650 acres. 

It will be noted that the cost estimate for the Division would be relieved of the 
large electrical items if the Company proceeds to assume responsibility for provid- 
ing all primary transmission, substations, and distribution lines. (The Division’s 
cost estimate would of course continue to include some $800,000 for small step- 
down transformer stations at the wells.) If funds for the authorized transmission 
and distribution lines are not required, irrigation facilities for the full 64,000 acres 
in unit B can be built for a total project cost that will fall below the present project 
expenditure limitation. A further advantage to the concentration of effort and 
available funds for irrigation facilities authorized for unit B exists because certain 
limits are present on completion of the work in terms of retention of the tentative 

riority date of ground-water filing for unit B. This date is November 5, 1948, 
but time for completion was originally set as November 5, 1953. Although a 
request for a 5-year extension to November 5, 1958, is pending the State Depart- 
ment of Reclamation has indicated that only a 2-year extension to November 5, 
1955, may be made. 


PALISADES AREA 


Mr. Bupesr. With relation to the Palisades area, I wish you would 
also make an explanation of the funds requested for transmission 
anid ee and also give us a statement as to the effect of the present 

udget item on the delivery of water and power as you had previously 
contemplated. 

Mr. Netson. On the first item the request is only for planning, 
location, and delineation of that right-of-way, pending completion of 
a wheeling negotiation with the utilities of the area. No construc- 
tion of the line is called for in the 1955 request but the construction 
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must start ony in 1956. The responsible construction agency will 
be determined by the outcome of the wheeling negotiations, and the 
plans and preliminary work that are being performed this fiscal year 
will be used by that agency. 

Now, additional funds, if available for Palisades, will move up the 
irrigation benefits by one whole season. That is, the first storage for 
irrigation use will become available during the irrigation season of 
1957, rather than during the irrigation season of 1958 as contemplated 
in this schedule before the committee. The first generator on the 
line would be moved up a total of 7 months, from July 1957 to Decem- 
ber of 1956, which places that in the middle of the critical period for 
that time of the year. 

Mr. Bupex. Thank you. 


COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT 


Mr. JeNsEN. We will now move on to the Columbia Basin project 
beginning on page 327 of the justifications. The construction request 
for the fiscal year 1955 is $8,600,000, and the operation and main- 
tenance request is for $3,121,000, or a total of $11,721,000. 

We will insert pages 327 to 335 and pages 338, 344, and 345 into 
the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosecr Data, Basin Prosect, WASHINGTON 
AUTHORIZATION 


Initially authorized by section 2, Rivers and Harbors Act of August 30, 1935 
(49 Stat. 1028, 1039): authorized and reauthorized by Columbia Basin Project 
Act of March 10, 1943 (57 Stat. 14). 


LOCATION 


The project is located in central Washington with its major feature, the Grand 
Coulee Dam, situated on the Columbia River about 95 miles west of Spokane, 
Wash. Project works extend south from Grand Coulee Dam over 125 miles to 
the vicinity of Pasco, Wash., and are located in portions of Grant, Adams, Douglas, 
Franklin, Walla Walla, and Okanogan Counties. 


DESCRIPTION 


The project is to furnish water to approximately 1,029,000 acres of new land 
and has a total rated electrical generating capacity of nearly 2 million kilowatts. 
Primary facilities include the Grand Coulee Dam, the right and left power plants, 
adjoining switchyards, and the adjacent primary irrigation pumping plant, all at 
Coulee Dam; primary irrigation works including the 26-mile equalizing reservoir; 
the main, west, east low and east high canals, served by releases from the equalizing 
reservoir; and the potholes canal system, served from the Potholes Reservoir in 
the central portion of the project, and laterals, drains, pumping plants, operating 
facilities, and other properties for the irrigation of more than 1 million acres of new 
land. Presently authorized generating installations were completed in 1951. 
Initial irrigation from the primary works commenced in 1952 when water was made 
available to about 66,000 acres of irrigable land. Facilities for additional acreages 
are being constructed on a schedule looking toward the completion of major 
facilities to serve approximately 446,000 acres by 1960. 


STATUS 


Grand Coulee Dam, the two powerplants and switchyards, pumping plant and 
the irrigation system headworks are functionally complete. In the Coulee Dam 
area major work in progress includes outage prevention through alteration of 
equipment and isolation of the dam and pump plant from the powerhouse; lining 
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repair in the feeder canal; and installation of one bank of autotransformers in the 
right switchyard. A limited program of construction completion work includes 
installation of powerhouse and pump-plant safety handrailing and pump-plant 
floor finishing. The first 6 of the 65,000 horsepower pump units are installed 
and have been in operation or tested. The equalizing reservoir and completed 
portions of the canal systems have been operated successfully and water deliveries 
made to lands as planned. Major construction contracts for canals have been 
completed through the Frenchman Hills tunnel on the west canal, through the 
fourth section on the east low canal, and through the third section of potholes 
east canal. Contract work on the potholes east canal fourth section and supple- 
mental lining on the other sections will be completed early in the fiscal vear. 
Work is now underway on the fifth sections of both the west and east low canals 
Construction work has been completed and water is available for approximately 
131,000 acres which includes all the 1953 acreages. Contracts are either com- 
leted or underway for the 1954 program lands consisting of about 55,000 acres. 
sateral construction for the 1955 program is underway and a lateral contract for 
1956 land in area E—6 (block 45) will be started later in the fiscal year. Other 
necessary facilities for these lands including pumping plants, related transmission 
facilities, drains, service buildings, ditch-rider and pump-operator quarters and 
other necessary facilities are or will be under construction. Priming, puddling, 
testing, and any necessary deferred and supplemental construction on completed 
facilities will be underway. Activities under agreements with other agencies will 
be continued. The project development program, with no overlapping of fune- 
tions with other agencies, will be continued. The purchase of settlement land will 
be continued. The feasibility report on the installation of additional generating 
capacity at Grand Coulee Dam is complete and under review. A general policy 
and propesed contract for the delivery of municipal and industrial water has been 
approved. 
REPAYMENT 


Status of repayment contract negotiations: Repayment contracts were executed 
in 1945 with the three irrigation districts of the project. 


Amount to be repaid and repayment period 


| Overall repayment period 


Regular | Development 


Irrigation $87, 465,000 | 40 years. 
| 249, 477, 560 1941 to 2022. 


! Negotiations currently are under way to inerease the amount payable by the irrigation districts. 

2 Includes repayment of $39,051,650 allocated to downstream regulation for future power development. 

3 Construction costs allocated to commercial power will be repaid within 50 years from the date the indl- 
vidual facility becomes revenue producing. 


Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 
Water | _.....-- $87, 465, 000 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre. 

From water users. 

From power revenue. 

Annual water user charges: 
Construction. 
Operation and maintenance 

Total 


Gross crop income per acre resulting from project irrigation (actual for calendar 
year 1952), $173. 


|| 
10 years.....| 50 years. i 
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HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 


Initial date: Planning, 1904; advanced planning, 1933; construction, 1934. 

Date of functional completion of construction: Work scheduled through 1°60. 
Detail program not available thereafter. 

Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construetion: 
Fiscal year 1934, $63 million. 


Original estimated 1 $487, 030, 228 
Allocation of cost: 

Irrigation 360, 274, 234 

Flood control and navigation ____ A Pe 1, 000, 000 

Downstream regulation... 25, 927, 000 


Present estimated cost 740, 056, 000 
Allocation of cost: 
Flood control and navigation 1, 000, 000 
Downstream regulation_________ 39, 051, 650 
Contributions (Washington State) 313, 440 
! At reauthorization in 1943 (H. Doc. 172, 79th Cong., Ist sess.) 


The total estimated cost of the Columbia Basin project has been revised from 
$757,050,000 to $740,056,000 (anticipated total obligations $746,056,000). The 
estimated cost of project facilities has changed only slightly in total, although 
there have been variations in the different classes of project facilities. The 
decrease in total results from reflecting within the estimate the estimated receipts 
from the settlement land resale program amounting to $11,500,000 over the full 
construction period, reduction in the amount of riprapping and _ stabilization 
work, deletion of spillway lighting, deletion of 450 houses and headquarters build- 
ing at Coulee Dam, reduction in proposed tourist facilities; counterbalanced by 
an increase in the estimated costs of laterals due to price increases, more precise 
estimate of lateral structures required, and overruns and underruns on various 
contracts. 

Schedule of development 


| ‘Through | 
| fiseal year | 

1953 | 


Fiscal year | Fiscal year | 
1954 | 1955 


Power (kilowatts) -__ 1, 974, 000 


Power rates: All power generated for commercial power is sold by the Bonneville 
Power Administration. Bonneville Power Administration returns an annual 
revenue to the Bureau to repay the project annual expenses plus amortization. 
Negotiations are under way to make a revision in the Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration marketing agreement. The negotiations are for the improvement of 
present payout arrangements within the requirements of the Columbia Basin 
Project Act and the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. 


| | 
q 
| 
a 
3 
Ultimate 
| 
1, 974, 000 | 1, 974, 000 | 1, 974, 000 
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Estimate for construction and rehabilitation 
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA 


Hetimated total obligations... .... $746, 056, 000 


Total obligations to June 30, 1953_-..___-__..--------------- 455, 260, 752 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954............-.-.------ $18, 491, 636 
Prior year balance available____.-....--.-.------ 30, 070 
Balance available in subsequent year_._--__------ — 218, 000 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1954___.._.__.__.___-_------ 18, 303, 706 
Prior year balance available__...._-....--------- 218, 000 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1955..-...-.-..----------- 8, 818, 000 


WORK PROPOSED FOR FISCAL YEAR 1955 


Laterals and related facilities will be completed, primed, and tested, and water 
will be available for serving 61,000 acres of lands in 1955. Lateral construction 
in area E—6 (block 45) will continue and construction started in area P—6 (block 
19). These 2 areas total the 27,000 acres to be available in 1956. Construction 
of the large lateral siphon seca, | the 1957 area W-18A (block 89) will be con- 
tracted late in the fiscal year. itch-rider and pump-operator quarters in the 
isolated project area will be constructed and necessary equipment and other 
facilities will be provided. A very limited amount of miscellaneous minor cleanup 
construction will be accomplished at Coulee Dam. The project development 
program, work under cooperative agreements, and the settlement land programs 
will continue. Priming, puddling, testing, and any necessary deferred and sup- 
plemental construction on completed facilities will be accomplished. 


JUSTIFICATION 


By the end of fiscal year 1954, approximately 236 miles of major irrigation 
canals will be complete, with an additional 36 miles under construction or nearing 
completion. There will remain to be constructed after that time only 42 addi- 
tional miles of major canal to complete the canal system necessary to serve 
594,000 acres of irrigation service land. The investment in project multipurpose 
primary pumping, storage, and irrigation transmission and service facilities will 
total approximately $301 million by the start of fiscal year 1955. The major 
job remaining to be accomplished is the construction of laterals—the work 
through which this tremendous investment is put to work. With the completion 
of each year’s lateral construction program, the per-acre cost for operation and 
maintenance of the irrigation works will be reduced and a more economic operating 
condition achieved. 

The rate of settlement and farm development for the acreage for which water 
has been made available through fiscal year 1953 is better than originally esti- 
mated. Of the 1,720 full-time farm units for which water is available, 1,122 
farms are receiving water to irrigate approximately 70,000 acres. The demon- 
strated success of the farms developed to date evidently adds to the continued 
interest and demand for farm units. The outlook for 1954 land development is 
good, with the largest part of the acreage to be developed located adjacent to 
proven areas farmed for 1 or 2 years. Based upon national agricultural require- 
ments, the cropping pattern of the project lands developed to date indicates that 
the major portion of the total acreage is devoted to crops high in demand. The 
successful record of development to date could not have been made without the 
integrated efforts of other Federal, State, county, and local agencies, as well as 
other private and public groups. The high degree of cooperation achieved has 
provided, on a timely basis, the roads, schools, utilities, commercial and industrial 
facilities, and the other elements essential to successful development. Indicative 
of the magnitude of these essential efforts are the current expenditures planned 
by the State of Washington and its political subdivisions and agencies in support 
of the Columbia Basin irrigation development. During the current biennium 
approximately $9,500,000 will be expended by the State and counties on new 
roads and road improvements; in the calendar year 1954 State and local funds 
amounting to approximately $3 million will be invested in additional school 
facilities; the local public utility district plans extension of electrical service to 
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new areas in 1954 involving expenditures estimated at $1 million. In addition 
to these expenditures, private capital is also investing millions in keeping pace 
with the present and future development of the project. The continued coordi- 
nated efforts of all agencies, both public and private, are essential to the success 
of the development program. 

Revenue from project activities, including sale of power, water charges, pump- 
ing power, construction cost repayment of part-time farm units, land leasing 
revenues and other miscellaneous income, are approaching the level of project 
construction appropriations. Income in fiscal year 1955 is estimated to exceed 
the construction funds requested for that year. This condition obtains even 
though the first substantial payment on irrigation construction costs from the 
irrigators will not fall due until fiscal year 1964. Revenues from sale of power 
through fiscal year 1953 total $83,750,000, with payments for downstream river 
regulation benefits amounting to more than $2 million. 

The program for the current and budget years provide sums for contract work 
on ‘‘delayed or supplemental construction.”’ Construction of the irrigation system 
under the policy of providing adequate but economical facilities carries with it 
the probability of required supplemental construction or modifications which 
operating experience demonstrates to be necessary. These sums, however, are 
relatively minor compared to expenditures which would be required to construct 
to standards which would entirely preclude such requirements. 


Scheduie of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Total to Program, | Program, Balance 
Program item a June 30, current budget to com- 
1953 year 1954 | year 1955 plete 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Construction program: 
Grand Coulee Dam and Reservoir_} $142, 967,000 | $140, 099, 000 $174, 000 $33,000 | $2, 661, 000 
Other multipurpose plant facilities 20, 051, 000 18, 714, 000 58, 000 18, 000 1, 261, 000 
Primary irrigation works. .__- ; 88, 850. 000 69, 516, 000 749, 000 143,000 | 18, 442, 000 
West Canal irrigation area__._..._. 81, 513, 000 42, 446,000 | 3,429, 000 1,361,000 | 34, 277,000 
East Low Canal irrigation area_.._| 103, 000, 000 33, 602,000 | 7,503,000 | 3,516,000 | 58,379,000 
Potholes irrigation area... .__- 80, 424, 000 28, 663, 000 5, 552,000 | 3,121,000 | 43, 088, 000 
East High Canal irrigation area_- 97, 100, 000 545, 000 10, 000 10,000 | 96, 535. 000 
Pasco & Burbank pumping units_. 3, 921, 000 3, 012, 000 10, 000 10, 000 889, 000 
Project development_..._.._--..-- 5, 319, 000 1, 969, 000 254, 000 216, 000 2, 871, 000 
Other irrigation plant facilities_..__ 3, 771, 000 1, 323, 000 226, 000 68, 000 2, 154, 000 
Left powerplant, structures and 
40, 417, 000 40, 168, 000 53, 000 19, 000 177, 000 
Right powerplant, structures and 
equipment...._.........-.-...--]| 49,815,000 48, 835, 000 100, 000 28, 000 852, 000 
Transforming and switching facili- 
he SES a 20, 259, 000 430, 000 65, 000 363, 000 
Part-time farm unit distribution 
Settlement land purchase program_| 11, 500, 000 4, 659, 000 884, 000 371, 000 5, 586, 000 
Settlement land resale program..__| —11, 500, 000 —332,000 | —200,000 | —300,000 | —10, 668, 000 
740, 056,000 | 453,624,000 | 19,232,000 | 8, 679,000 | 25%, 521,000 
3, 065,000 | —166,000 | —175,000 | —2, 724,000 
1,817,000 | —629,000 | —550, —638, 000 
Transfers, credits, and other expendi- 
6, 000,000 | —4, 422, 363 868, 821 864, 000 8, 689, 542 
Total expenditures......._......| 746,056,000 | 454, 255, 637 | 19, 308, 821 8, 818, 000 | 263, 673, 542 
Unliquidated 1,005,115 |~-1, 005, 115 | 
Total obligations. .__......_-_- 746, 056, 000 455, 260, 752 | 18, 303, 706 8, 818, 000 | 263, 673, 542 
Method of financing: 
Prior year balance available 30, 070 | 218, 000 
Balance available in subsequent | | 
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Estimate for operation and maintenance 


SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA 
Total, fiscal vear 1953___- 


Fiscal vear 1954: 


Total obligations, fiseal vear 1954____ 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1955____. 4 . 3, 121, 000 


WORK PROPOSED, 1955 


All completed facilities are operated and maintained by the Government. 


Project statistics 


| 
| | Estimated 
ctual, fisca 
Feature or item Unit year 1953 
| Fiseal year 1954) Fiscal year 1955 
} 
Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for service: | 
Irrigation service land, full. Acres... - 131, 169 | 186, 061 247,010 
mental. 
do 131, 169 186, 061 010 
Net areas in cultivation (entire area) -- do !_. 27, 061 42, 600 40, 500 
Gross crop value. - Dollars '_ .- $4, 686, 885 $7, 242, 000 $10, 285, 000 
Average gross crop value per culti- oe TY Rae $173 $170 $170 
vated acre. 
dams and reservoirs 4 4 4 
Operating roads. 738 1,010 1, 272 
Power system: 
Annual sales. ____- _...........| Kilowatt-hour_} 13, 632,718,000 | 14, 500,000,000 | 14, 500, 000, 000 
Total power revenues? ___| Dollars....._.. $11, 118, 951 $11, 100, 000 $11, 100, 000 
atts 1, 974, 1, 974, 000 1, 974, 000 
Substations _- mber. 3 3 
Substations, capacity... Rilovolt-ar- 2, 165, 000 2, 165, 000 2, 165, 000 
peres. 


? Grand Coulee Dam is included in the above totals, although it is ae pay in the power and irriga- 
tion facility operations of the Columbia Basin project. Long Lake Dam, which was completed in fiscal 
year 1949, serves primarily a transmission and regulating function and is, therefore, not included in these 
totals. Statistics for pumping plants, canals and laterals reflect structures which are in service, as well as 
those completed and available for testing purposes. 

3 There is no fixed rate for Coulee Dam power. Bonneville Power Administration annually deposits 
pos the Treasury funds to cover operation wos maintenance, interest, replacements, and certain investment 

ts in accordance with the memorandum of understanding between BPA and the Bureau of Reclamation. 
fneluded is $18,951 revenue from irrigation districts for power used at Grand Coulee pumping plant 


RATE OF CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Jensen. Will that amount, if allowed, permit the continuation 
of construction at an economically feasible rate? 

Mr. Netson. I would have to answer no, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Why? 

Mr. Netson. Because the rate to which the development of that 
project and the expenditure of funds not only by the Federal Govern- 
ment, but also by the other affected agencies, such as the States and 
counties, and private individuals, including private industry, has been 
geared isa development rate of approximately 50,000 to 60,000 acres 
per year. 
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At the end of the fiscal year 1955 there will be an investment of $300 
million in multipurpose and major irrigation facilities. The acreage 
goals for 1955 will be met. The amount proposed to be available for 
the fiscal year 1955 will cover progress payments for contracts already 
in foree, but will not permit the awarding of sufficient new contracts 
for lateral distribution systems to maintain that acreage rate in the 
following fiscal year. 

In 1956 the acreage of land available for irrigation will drop from 
the previously contemplated goal of 63,000 acres down to 27,000 
acres, which is a drastic reduction. This schedule contemplates that 
it would come back up again in the fiscal year 1957, dependent on 
adequate appropriations in fiscal year 1956 and fiscal year 1957. 
So, a sudden drop in the development of irrigable acreage does not 
result in an economic program. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED BY DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Jensen. What was the amount the Department requested for 
this item? 

Mr. Dexuermer. | can give that to you, Mr. Chairman. The 
Department requested $15,308,000. 

Mr. JensEN. Was that based on the previous record of construc- 
tion, or a continuous program that would carry on in the manner 
which was originally contemplated? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. It would permit the orderly develop- 
ment and building of the laterals from the main canals. The main 
canals are largely completed, or will be, and this would permit the 
orderly development of the land and its opening on the predeter- 
mined schedule of 50,000 to 60,000 acres a year. 

Mr. Jensen. Is this $15,308,000 you requested for construction 
alone, or is that the total? 

Mr. Dexnermer. No, that is just construction. The operation 
and maintenance item was $3,121,000. 

Mr. JensEN. The $15,308,000 was cut to $8 million plus. Would 
that mean that you could only construct possibly a little more than 
half the canals, and so forth, that you had anticipated constructing? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is correct, for the fiscal year 1956, but it 
would still carry on the existing contracts in 1955. However, that 
would be the end of it. We would award only one or two major con- 
tracts for carrying on the lateral construction work so that the fiscal 
year 1956 program would drop to around 27,000 acres, 


SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE 


Do I understand that you are asking for a supplemental estimate 
for this project? 

Mr. DexuHeiMer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the amount you are requesting? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. $4 million. 

That is the minimum we need. 


AVAILABILITY OF WATER 


Mr. Jensen, Water is now available to how many acres on this 
project? 
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Mr. Netson. It was available last year, Mr. Chairman, to 131,000 
acres, of which 65,000 were irrigated. At the end of this fiscal year 
water should be available to 186,000 acres. 

Mr. Jensen. At the end of this fiscal year? 

Mr. Nexson. Yes, sir. 


ACRES FARMED 


Mr. Jensen. How many acres on the project are now occupied by 
homesteaders? 

Mr. Nexson. Mr. Chairman, when you use the expression ‘“home- 
steaders”’, you mean people actually on the land? 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

Mr. Neuson. Well, 65 percent is that figure. 

Mr. Jensen. Sixty-five percent of what? 

Mr. Neuson. Of the farm units actually available to farmers, 65 
percent will be farmed. 

Mr. Jensen. Sixty-five percent of the total? 

Mr. Netson. Sixty-five percent of the total; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Or of the number of acres in the Columbia River 
Basin project? 

Mr. Netson. No, sir. That is the percent of the farms for which 
water was available that actually used water for irrigation. I might 
add, Mr. Chairman, that is the 1953 average occupancy for all lands 
brought under irrigation during the first 6 years. For those lands 
that have been in production ae 6 years, the figure is 95 percent. 
Obviously, it takes 2 or 3 years to get started, but the average of those 
which have been in production only 1 year up to those which have 
been in production for 6 years is 65 percent. In other words, the rate 
of settlement and development has exceeded the estimates which are 
based on actual experience for other reclamation projects in the North- 
west. It is ahead of schedule up to now. 

Mr, JeNseN. You are saying that only 65 percent of the land which 
now has water available for irrigation, is occupied by landowners 
or homesteaders? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr, Jensen. Why? 

Mr. Netson. The reason for that is that it takes 2 or 3 years to 
work out the problems of settlement. Some units are held by absentee 
landowners who have to settle their affairs and move on the property 
or work out a satisfactory lease arrangement or disposal of their 
property. Within a period of 4 or 5 years the figure goes up to 95 
percent, which is above the average for many of the other developed 
reclamation projects in the area, some of which have been in operation 
for 50 years. 

Mr. Jensen. The water is not going to waste on the other 35 
percent, is it? 

Mr. Netson. Absolutely not. Deliveries are geared to the farmers 
requirements. Also, after the start of the development period, water 
charges are collected for 100 percent of the acreage whether it is 
farmed or not. 

Mr. Jensen. The landowner pays that? 

Mr. Netson. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Even agp 04 he does not farm it? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir, charges are levied. 
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Mr. Jensen. Does he have the privilege of leasing that land to 
someone else? 

Mr. Neuson. Yes, sir, he does. 

Mr. JensEN. Someone is farming it in most cases? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Up to what percent? 

Mr. Ne son. You would like to know how much is leased? 

Mr. Jensen. I would like to know how much of that land is being 
utilized where water is already available for it. 

Mr. Netson. I have a table here, which I would be glad to give you, 
that quotes our actual experience for the last year. 

These are cumulative totals. 

In 1952 water was available to 72,000 acres, and 27,000 acres were 
cropped. 

In 1953 water was available to 131,000 acres and the crop figure 
jumped to 65,000 acres, and for the 1954 season, which includes parts of 
2 fiscal years, water will be available to 186,000 acres of which 110,000 
are expected to be cropped. 

You will see that the increase in cropped acreage now nearly 
matches the total acreage of new lands coming in. 

There is just that little lag there that it takes people to get into 
production, to arrange financing, to arrange clearing, to arrange for 
building, and to arrange for building the farm distribution systems and 
a lot of other things. 

The average investment in one of those irrigated farms to brin 
it into full production runs about $25,000, which must be furnishe 
by the settler. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Dexuermmen. I think, Mr. Chairman, to clarify that a little bit, 
there are 131,000 acres of land with irrigation water available to them, 
and an additional 55,000 will be provided with water in the fiscal year 
1954, and 61,000 additional acres are scheduled for the fiscal year 1955. 

In connection with this settlement it should be understood that 
many of these people are only able to develop a part of their holdings 
in 1 year, and it takes several years for them to fully develop them and 
get a crop in on the whole acreage which they are farming. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. So that the 65 percent includes, to some extent, 
that lag in time. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. What I wanted to know, and to have on the 
record, was the explanation you have given. When you say that 
only 65 percent of the land is occupied or being farmed it actuall 
means that all of it is, in a sense, occupied where water is now cea 
able but that it takes several years to get the land under cultivation. 
Is that what you are saying? 

Mr. Dexneimer. Yes, sir; that is largely it. 

That is done in different areas sometimes by leasing, and sometimes 
by just developing a part of it at a time. 


BANK STABILIZATION 


Mr. Jensen. How much is programed for bank stabilization for 
Grand Coulee Dam, and is the work going on at a reasonable rate? 
Mr. Nexson. That item has been substantially completed. 
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Mr. Jensen. It is substantially completed? 
Mr. Neuson. Yes, unless there are further untoward developments. 


REPAYMENT 


Mr. Bupee. I note on page 329 of the justifications the first figure 
given for power in this project is $649,477,560, and the second figure 
iven for power where it refers to power revenues is $454,942,470. 

Vhat is the explanation of the variance between the two figures? 

Mr. Dexueimer. The first item is the total cost to be repaid from 
commercial power, and the second item of $454 million plus is the 
repayment from power revenues of costs allocated to irrigation. 

Mr. Bupgr. Would the second figure be in addition to the first 
figure when you are talking about repayment? 

Mr. Dexueimer. No, sir. 

Mr. Netson. If I may add a clarifying comment, the first figure 
is the total repayment by power of irrigation subsidy, and power 
investment. 

The second figure, as the Commissioner stated, is repayment by 
power of the cost allocated only to irrigation which now stands at 
$542 million. 

Mr. Bupar. What is this item of $39,051,650 allocated to down- 
stream regulation for future power development? 

Mr. Netson. That, sir, will be for the use of the sterage released 
from the reservoir by units downstream, such as the Dalles and 
MeNary. They will actually use that storage and produce addi- 
tional power, and that is creditable to the cost now invested in 
Coulee Dam and Reservoir. 

Mr. Bupar. Let us go one step further. In this project the re- 
payment costs amount to a Federal investment per acre of $527, 
of which the water users are to repay $85, and the power revenues 
are to repay $442. 

You state in the justification the following sentence: 

Construction costs allocated to commercial power will be repaid within 50 
years from the date the individual facility becomes revenue producing. 

What does that mean? 

Mr. Netson. That is 50 vears from the date that each of the 
generators went on the line. 

Mr. Bup@r. Generators where? 

Mr. Nexson. In the right and left powerhouses. 

Mr. Jensen. In Grand Coulee? 

Mr. Netson. Yes; in Grand Coulee. The first unit went on the 
line in 1941, and I believe the last unit in 1951. 

Mr. BupcGe. In the repayment of this project, so far 2s commercial 
power is concerned, repayment is definitely tied to generators now in 
existence in the Grand Coulee Dam and to nothing else? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir; and, of course, the irrigation investment must 
also be paid after the commercial power investment is retired. We 
have a payout schedule at present which runs to the year 2022, I 
believe. 

Mr. Bune. Can you explain that to me a little bit more? 

Mr. Netson. That includes the payout of the cost of commercial 
power with interest by 1973 and the balance of the period will amortize 
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the irrigation investment, except for $67 million which would require 
an additional 8 years after 2022. 

Mr. Bunge. | ask unanimous consent that this repayment table be 
inserted in the record. 

Mr. Newson. Yes, sir, it will be done. 

Mr. Jensen. We cannot reproduce this table without considerable 
difficulty. We will accept it for the committee records. 

(The table was filed with the committee.) 


TOWN OF COULEE DAM 


Mr. JensEN. What is being done toward the possible recovery of 
money expended on permanent facilities in the city of Coulee Dam? 

Mr. Neutson. They are all scheduled for repayment now by alloca- 
tion as joint facilities either to power or irrigation, and those facilities 
allocated to commercial power will be repaid with interest. The 
entire investment is scheduled for repayment, and, of course, revenues 
are collected both from the leasing of commercial properties now in 
existence there and from the collection of rentals from properties 
occupied by Government employees. 

Mr. Jensen. How much money was expended in excess of allot- 
ments? 

Mr. Newson. Sir, the expenditures, according to the records avail- 
able to me, are less than the total allotments which have been made 
by the appropriation process from the year 1947. 

Mr. Jensen. What proportion of the existing housing is occupied 
by other than reclamation personnel or non-Federal personnel? 

Mr. Nenson. | have that figure, but it will not be up to date. 

Mr. JENSEN. Please insert it in the record. 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir, I will insert that in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

OccupaNcy or GOVERNMENT Houstnac—Town or Courter Dam 

On February 8, 1954, a total of 421 Government housing units at Coulee Dam 
were occupied. Employees of the Bureau of Reclamation occupied 312 units 
and employees of the Park Service, the Post Office Department, and the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration occupied 13 units. The balance were occupied by 
people not employed by the Federal Government. This latter group is comprised 
predominantly of community service employees—teachers, doctors, nurses, etc., 
and commercial employees working in the town. 

Mr. Jensen. Non-Federal personnel pay a certain amount of rent 
commensurate with the value of the property, I presume? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JensEN. And that rental money goes into what fund? 

Mr. Netson. That rental money goes into the Treasury. It is 
not covered into any project fund. 

Mr. Jensen. It goes into the Treasury of the United States? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir; to the credit of the reclamation fund. 

Mr. Jensen. Are roads, schools, utilities, and so forth being made 
available to match the rate of irrigation facilities for new land? 

Mr. Neuson. Yes, sir. I would say that in the irrigation area the 
county and the State have carried out that obligation and kept 
abreast of the irrigation development. Grant County, for instance, 
has made an investment of $2,600,000 in new feeder roads within the 
past 2 years. 

42590—54—pt. 
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COULEE DAM OPERATION] AND, MAINTENANCE COSTS AND PERSONNEL 


Mr. Jensen. Give us a breakdown of Coulee Dam operation and 
maintenance costs and the number of personnel by separate functions. 
Furnish that for the record. ; 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Estimated operation and maintenance expense, Columbia Basin project, Washington, 
fiscal year 1955 


Multipurpose facilities: Operation and maintenance: Storage system. $921, 000 { 


Total, multipurpose facilities._._.__.........--.-.-.-.------ 921, 000 
Irrigation facilities: Operation and maintenance: : 


Power facilities: Operation and maintenance: 


Transmission and distribution expense-__-_-_.....------------ 362, 000 j 


Town of Coulee Dam municipal and leasing program: 


Town of Coulee Dam municipal operation..___.._._....._-_-- 41, 000 
Housing and commercial leases__-_............-------.------ 82, 000 


Total, town of Coulee Dam municipal and leasing program._. 123, 000 
‘Potal, 8, 121, 000 
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Columbia Basin project, Washington, fiscal year 1955 operation and maintenance 
personnel, by functions 


1. Overall project management, including legal services__._._......-----. 150 


2. Irrigation operation and maintenance division (but excluding operation 
and maintenance of Grand Coulee pump plant) 


Direct irrigation operation and maintenance supervision__--~___- 3 
Water management and general services 9 
Maintenance engineers, mechanies and laborers_-__-----~--------- 38 


3. Coulee Dam area power operation and maintenance division, includes 
operation and maintenance of project power and multipurpose facili- 
ties and the Grand Coulee pump plant 


Direct supervision of powerplant and pump plant_._-_-_---_---- 3 
Maintenance engineers, aides, clerks, ete.___.-_-...------------ 38 
Other unclassified crafts (equipment operators, boilermakers, pipe- 
fitters, linemen, mechanics, truck drivers, concrete finishers, ete. _ 49 
4. Town of Coulee Dam municipal management-_-_-_-------__.---------- 35 
Municipal management and housing and rental administration __-—_ 7 
Unclassified crafts and laborers (laborers, plumbers, electricians, 


1 The 50 positions listed are a pro rata portion applicable to operation and maintenance activities from a 
larger force which serves both operation and maintenance and construction activities on this project. Actual 
charges to operation and maintenance from the larger force are based on workloads between operation and 
maintenance and construction and are subject to variation if the amount of workload in 1 or the other of 
the 2 fund activities should change. 


3 The 90 positions listed are a portion of a larger force, from which has been excluded irrigation forces who 
operate new irrigation works during the first test year of water delivery. 


BUDGET FOR TOWN OF COULEE DAM 


Mr. JENSEN. Earlier figures for Coulee Dam town operation 
showed a considerable annual loss. Those were revised to show a 
balanced town budget after investigation by a member of the com- 
mittee staff. 

How do you justify the reallocation of expenses? 

Mr. Netson. I would say, sir, that this last year is the first time 
that we have a thorough up-to-date look at the problem of separating 
the costs and the revenues associated with project facilities and town 
facilities. 

A number of the properties in the town of Coulee Dam are jointly 
used, such as the water system, the power distribution system, the 
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sewage system, and the bridge across the river, and facilities of that 
kind, and a very intensive and careful analysis has been made during 
the past year, and that is still going on. Its objective is to separate 
the facilities that would be required solely for the project if the town 
were not there, and facilities that would be required for a normal 
town of that size. 

It is on the basis of that separation that the municipal fund require- 
ments are laid out for the first time as a separate item in this budget 
request, and it does show that, insofar as the operation of the munici- 
pal facilities are concerned, the collections do balance the cost, and 
that we may expect a saving of $12,000 in municipal operations in 
fiscal year 1955 over the same services that were performed for this 
fiscal year. 


REVENUE FROM GRAND COULEE POWER 


Mr. Bupee. Mr. Nelson, how much do you realize per kilowatt 
from the sale of Grand Coulee power? 

Mr. Netson. There is something like 13 billion kilowatt-hours 
involved for all purposes which are delivered into the system of the 
Bonneville Power Administration which realizes a return under the 
memorandum of agreement of about $11 million. I believe that 
figures out at about 0.893 mills per kilowatt-hour. I would like to 
check that figure to be sure, but it is in that vicinity. That is what 
we realize on the account of the project from all energy furnished to 
the Bonneville Power Administration. 

Mr. Buper. What do you mean, then, is that Bonneville pays you 
0.893 mills per kilowatt on an average? 

Mr. Nretson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Less than 1 mill? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

YAKIMA PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. All right, we will turn now to the Yakima project, 
page 360. You are requesting funds for operation and maintenance 
only. 

We will insert pages 346 through 352 and 360 through 364 into the 
record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosgect Data 
Authorization 
Initially authorized by Secretary of the Interior, December 1905. Roza division 
approved by President November 6, 1935, under provision of the acts of June 25, 
1910 (36 Stat. 835, 836) and December 5 >, 1924 (43 Stat. 672, 702). Kennewick 
division authorized by act of June 12, 1948 (62 Stat. 382). 


Location 

In south central Washington, in the drainage basin of the Yakima River and 
its tributaries. Irrigated lands occupy a comparatively narrow strip of fertile 
land in Kittitas, Yakima, and Benton Counties extending from Easton to Ken- 
newick, a distance of about 175 miles. 


Description 


This multiple-purpose proia: 't, When completed, will provide irrigation water 
for over 463,000 acres of land and will have hydroelectric generating capacity of 


22,000 kilowatts. Presently, irrigation water is available to 448,049 acres of 
land and the installed power capacity is 2,400 kilowatts, The water supply is 
secured from the natural flow of the Yakima River and its tributaries, supple- 
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mented by storage in 6 reservoirs having a combined storage capacity of 1,070,700 
acre-feet. 


Status 

The storage, Sunnyside, Tieton, and Kittitas divisions are complete and in full 
operation. The Roza division is substantially completed and in operation. The 
Kennewick division is in an active construction status. 

As of June 30, 1954, the Kennewick division will be approximately 39 percent 
complete. Construction will be underway on 8 miles of the Chandler Canal, 
Chandler power and pumping plant, and 2.2 miles of the main canal. Precon- 
struction operation will be active in connection with the Prosser diversion dam 
and headworks, the other 2.3 miles of the Chandler Canal, and the prime con- 
struction contract for Chandler switchvard. Project investigations on the 
remaining main canal divisions and on the lateral divisions will be underway. 

As of June 30, 1954, the Roza division will be approximately 85 percent com- 
plete. Work will be active on the drainage system, with construction of addi- 
tional drains underway and with investigations continuing to determine the full 
extent that the Roza division should be obligated for the proposed project drainage 
works. 

Repayment 

Provisions for repayment of the portion of the construction costs of the Yakima 
project allocated for repayment by irrigation are covered by repayment contracts 
with irrigation districts or operating organizations. The remaining portion of the 
reimbursable construction costs will be paid from power revenues. Some of the 
repayment agreements have been met in full and none are delinquent. Details 
of the repayment arrangements covering the two divisions still in the construction 
stage are as follows: 

Kennewick division Status of repayment contract negotiations: Repayment 
contract has been executed with the Kennewick Irrigation District for $4,809,700. 
The authorizing act deferred costs of $78,200 for canal capacity for future use. 


Amount to be repaid and repayment period 


Repayment period 


Regular | Development Total 
| 
Irrigation. | 66 years. 


Power: 
———_————_ 3, 829, 857 
Repayment costs per acre 
Federal investment per acre.__.-____--..----..--...---- ae $455. 00 
Annual water-user charges: 
Operation and 5.15. 


! No development period for old lands; 10-year development period for new lands is included in overall 
66-year period. 
, “ Commercial power investment repaid in 43 years (1998) and irrigation costs repayable by power in 
years. 
Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 
q 
1 
r 
- Gross crop income per acre resulting from project irrigation (estimated 
for mature stage of development) 183.00 


Roza division.—Status of repayment contract negotiations: Existing repayment 
contracts with the water users cover costs payable by irrigation. Amendment 
of these contracts currently under way providing for revision of payment period. 


Amount to be repaid and repayment period (under proposed amendatory contract) 


Repayment period 
Amount 
Regular |Development} Total 
« 1 $16, 025, 377 1957-2020 | 10 years_-..- 73 years.! 
25, 765, 966 1957-2020 | Years-.-..-.- 63 years. 


1In oattien § to this amount, irrigation will repay $2,500,000 storage cost concurrently and within 63-year 
payment period. 
2 Consists of $60,100 commercial power costs and $5,705,866 irrigation costs. 
Repayment costs allocated to irrigation 


1 Includes substantial revenues from sale irrigation pumping power. 


Repayment costs per acre 


Annual water-user charges: 


1 Includes storage costs. 


Gross crop income per acre resulting from project irrigation (actual for current 
year 1952), $229. 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Original authorization: 
Planning, 1903 
Advance planning, 1905 
Construction, 1906 
Kennewick Division: 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1903 
Advanced Planning, 1948 
Construction, 1952 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1957 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for con- 
struction: Fiscal year 1953, $1,500,000 
Roza Division: 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1903 
Advanced planning, 1936 
Construction, 1936 
Date of functional completion of construction: Irrigation facilities 
now complete. Roza powerplant to be completed in fiscal year 1959 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for con- 
struction: Fiseal year 1937, $1 million 


Costs 
Kennewick division: 
Allocation of cost: 

Allocation of cost: ! 

1, 052, 000 


1 Cost allocation based on total cost of $13,387,257, which is $549,257 greater than present estimated cost. 


The total estimated cost remained practically constant, changing from 
$12,837,900 in fiscal year 1953 to $12,838,000 (anticipated total obligations, 
$12,566,200). Various increases and decreases occurred, due mainly to bid 
prices varying from the estimated prices, to final design quantities being different 
nee Sane originally estimated, and to design changes based on more complete 
field data. 


Roza division: 
Original estimated cost 


Allocation of cost: 


Allocation of cost: 


1 Excluding $2,500,000 cost of project storage payable by irrigation. 


The total estimated cost has been decreased from $23,606,000 in fiscal year 1953 
to $21,791,343 (anticipated total obligations $21,984,150). The net decrease 
results mainly from the elimination from the schedules of the allocated storage 
costs of $2,500,000, from increased total estimated drainage costs due to a revised 
estimate made the last year which was the basis of a special provision of the 
amendatory repayment contract, from adjusting the estimated cost of the Roza 
powerplant to April 1953 price levels, and to inclusion of a radio communication 
system in the estimate. 

Schedule of development 


Through 
Fiscal year Ultimate 
1953 
Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for services: 
2, 400 2, 400 2,400; 22,000 
Power rates (mills per kilowatt-hour): 
Firm of 50 percent load factor. ..............--_...- 2.75 2.75 2.75 2.75 
2. 50 2. 50 2. 50 2. 50 


It is anticipated that commercial power will be marketed by the Bonneville Power Administration. 
fp revenue reimbursement will be an amount to cover annual expenses and the return of costs to be borne 
y power. 


ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 


Allotment, fiscal year $485, 300 


Allotment, fiscal year 1955 


850 


Work proposed, 1955 
The Bureau of Reclamation operates and maintains the six storage dams, 


diversion dams for the Kittitas, Sunnyside, and Roza divisions, and the irrigation 
system for the Roza division, with appropriated funds. 


Increase (+) 


| 
Program 
| or decrease 
1965 (—) from 1954 
MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES | 
Storage system: For continued operation and maintenance of the 6 storage | 
reservoirs, including coordination for flood-control purposes and prepara- | 
tion of and testing of a runoff forecasting formula for the Yakima water- | 
shed. For continued operation and maintenance of the Roza diversion | 
dam and headworks Vid Vet | $85, 250 +$1, 045 
Replacements and improvements: For construction of a distribution line to | 
Kachess Dam and for miscellaneous minor equipment_._...--.----.-.--- 4, 250 —2, 146 
Total obligations, multipurpose facilities at &9. 500 —1.101 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


| 

Carriage system: For continuation of normal operation and maintenance of 
the head works and diversion dams for the Kittitas and Sunnyside divisions 

and of the Roza main canal and wasteways..--.-.....--..------.------------ | 95, 000 —198 

Distribution system: For continuation of normal operation and maintenance | | 

of the Roza division gravity and pump lateral systems, including pumping | | 

ylants, transmission lines, substations, and purchase of power for pumping. | 
Yecrease due to anticipated reduction in silt removal program and to near | | 
| 


completion of the road construction program on main pump laterals... __-_- 259, 750 —7,172 
Drainage system: For uormal adequate drainage operation and maintenance. 
Increase is due to anticipated increased emphasis on drainage mainte- 
nance on the project. 8, 000 +1, 400 
Replacements and improvements: For replacement of a 6D tractor, 1 TD-9 
tractor, 11 motor vehicles, and for purchase of other minor equipment. - - -- 48, 000 +46, 776 
Total obligations, irrigation facilities ..................--...-..----...-- 410, 750 +40, 806 
POWER FACILITIES 
Electric generation: For normal operation and maintenance of the Prosser 
powerplant, including the diversion dam, headworks, and 2.3 miles of 
Transmission and distribution expense: For normal operation and mainte- 
nance of approximately 1 mile of transmission line..................---.--- a 
Total obligations, power 24, 750 —5 
Total obligations, all 525, 000 +39, 700 


Wala & 


Slali 
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Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955 


} Program, Program, 
Program item current budget 
} ye year 1954 year 1955 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 


| 
| 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance storage system. 
Replacements and 


Total obligations, multipurpose facilities _____- | 


IRRICATION FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: | 


98, 850 | 95, 198 95, 000 
Drainage system 5, 743 6, 600 8, 000 
Replacements and improvements RS OE REA 16, 676 1, 224 48, 000 
Total obligations, irrigation facilities..................-- 420, 911 369, 944 410, 750 


POWER FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 


| 19, 074 | 24,455 | 24, 450 
Transmission and distribution expense 163 300 | 00 
Total obligations, power facilities 19, 237 | 755 24, 750 
Total obligations, all facilities ........_...-...-.-.---. 525, 911 485, 300 525, 000 
Allocation: 
Power 


Fish and wildlife 


Total obligations 
Method of financing: 
tment 


Unobligated balance. 
Allotment required 


Estimated 
| Actual, | 
Feature or item Unit | fiseal year | | 
| 1953 | | Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1954 1955 


| | | 


IRRICATION SYSTEM 


Irrigable area: 


Full irrigation 
Supplemental 185, 674 


| 
262, 375 | | 262, 375 
185, 674 | 


Total_- 
Cultiv: sued area (total) 


| 

Average gross crop value per cultivated | | 

éa | 6 


Storage dams and reservoirs 6 6 
Diversion dams... 5 | 5 5 
Pumping penta, 25 25 | 25 
} 1, 570 | 1,570 | 1, 570 
Telephone lines... ____. 250 | 250 | 250 
mx 150 | 150 150 
POWER SYSTEM | } 
ci - | 24,952,330 | 25,000,000 | 25. 000, 000 
Total power revenues » | $64, 203 $64, 000 | $44, 500 
| 2, 400 2, 400 | 2, 400 
Transmission Q 69 | 69 | 69 


23 
Total substation capacity. Kilov olt-amperes 28, 480 28, 480 28, 480 


| 
‘ $81, 182 $84, 205 | $85, 250 
- : 4.581 | 6, 396 4, 250 
ee 85, 763 90, 601 89, 500 
5 
6 
1 
en 1, 850 3, 500 3, 500 
1, 500 | 1, 500 
525, 911 | 485, 300 | 525, 000 
SS 
| Project statistics 
| | 
AC 
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IRRIGATION PAYMENTS 


Mr. Jensen. How do you justify higher per acre irrigation pay- 
ments on the Yakima project than on the Columbia Basin project 
where the costs are higher? 

Mr. Netson. The estimated ain capacity of the lands of 
the Roza division are actually higher than those for the Columbia 
Basin project. 

For instance, for the 1953 crop year the Columbia Basin project 
returns averaged about $145 per acre. The Roza division of the 
Yakima project returned about $170 per acre. and there have been 
years when that total has gone over $200 per acre, and the repayment 
capacity of the water users has been determined for the Roza division 
based on an analysis of the productive capacity of the lands. 


LOWER POWER RATE 


Mr. Jensen. How do you justify a lower power rate than the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration when the payout period is shown to be 
considerably more than the normal 50-year payout? 

Mr. Netson. Are you referring now to the rates paid for pumping 
power from Bonneville or the rates proposed from the project power- 
plant when you refer to the power rate? 

Mr. Jensen. How do you justify lower power rates on the Yakima 
project than the Bonneville Power Administration rates when the 
payout period is shown to be considerably more than the normal 50- 
year gy Aad Does that clarify the question? 

Mr. Dexuemer. The pumping power for that project is now pur- 


chased from the Bonneville Power Administration at the standard 
irrigation-pumping rate. 
he payout period for that project is longer than 50 years. 

Mr. Netson. As a matter of fact, an amendatory repayment con- 
tract has been executed with the irrigation district covering the entire 
reimbursable cost. That repayment contract now awaits action by 
the yy) oe, and the payout period will be in the neighborhood of 74 

s 


years. n’t that right, Mr. Dominy? 

Mr. Dominy. It is 63 years for the first irrigation block under the 
proposed amendatory contract, Mr. Jensen, which still has to be 
approved by the Congress since it is negotiated under section 7 
authority of the 1939 act. If that is approved the combined payout 

eriod for both power and irrigation on Yakima would be 63 years 
or the first irrigation block, with the last irrigation block paying out 
in 74 years. 

Of course, that powerplant has not yet been constructed, and the 
contract provides if the Congress does not see fit to appropriate funds 
for that powerplant, the Government would sacrifice the present 
investment in power facilities on the Yakima project plus a little 
more than $1 million of irrigation cost assigned to the powerplant 
for repayment. 

Mr. Netson. I would like to add one more point on the powerplant. 
It will be possible to build the project powerplant and furnish pumping 
energy at less than the Bonneville irrigation pumping rate. 

I wish to point out that such pumping energy on the Columbia 
Basin project is costing the water users one-half mill, plus transmission. 


2 

\ 

4 
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Mr. Jensen. Here is the position the committee took on that: 
Since Bonneville power rates are very, very low for either pumping or 
for power, the committee was not justified in appropriating money 
for an additional powerplant for the Roza project, and I think the 
committee was entirely right in taking that action. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


POWER REVENUE 


Mr. Bupas. I note that $79 per acre of the repayment cost of this 
a is allocated to commercial power. Where is that coming 
rom? 

Mr. Newson. You are referring to Roza now? 

Mr. Bupas. Yes. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Budge, that is from the powerplant that is 
proposed to be built in connection with the Yakima project. 

Ms. Buper. But if it is not built, then who makes up the $79 per 
acre? 

Mr. Netson. I can answer that. If the powerplant is not built, 
part of that power investment will not be made and need not be 
repaid. However, there is in the neighborhood of $1 million of 
investment made in 1936 in the first 10 miles of canal for power 
and that would not be recovered as well as a little more than $1 million 
of irrigation costs assigned to be paid from power revenues. 

Mr. BupGr. That money has been spent and will be a total loss to 
the Federal Government if the powerplant is not built? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Nelson, based on this 0.89 mill rate that you 
receive from Bonneville for the sale of this power, do you feel repay- 
ment can be made for all the things that have been tied into that 
Grand Coulee Dam, as well as paying for Grand Coulee Dam? 

Mr. Netson. That return to the Bureau of Reclamation of $11 
million annually is based on a repayment of cost rather than a unit 
cost for energy. 

Mr. Bunge. Do you believe it, or do you not believe it? 

Mr. Netson. Yes; I believe that will return the cost over the 
period of vears covered in the pay-out schedule. 

Mr. Buper. But the pay-out schedules vary all the time. They 
are tied into individual facilities and then again conditioned upon the 
fact that the facility becomes revenue producing. What is the last 
year when you figure payment will end? 

Mr. Neuson. Payment will be accomplished for all estimated costs 
in the year 2022, except for a possible unamortized balance of $67 
million, which would require an additional 8 years to extinguish. 


KENNEWICK DIVISION 


Mr. Jensen. We will now turn to the Kennewick division on page 
353 of the justifications. The estimate for construction and rehabili- 
tation is $3,100,000 and the balance required to complete the project 
is $4,493,152. We will insert pages 353 to 355 into the record at this 
point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 
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EstiMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 
Summarized financial data 


Bstimated total obligations... bess $12, 566, 200 
Allotment, fiseal vear 1954- $3, 473, 048 
Prior year balance available... 755 
Balance available in subsequent year. — 95, 000 


Total obligations, ‘fiscal year 1064... .............6.....-. 3, 378, 803 
Allotment, fiscal year 3, 100, 000 
Prior vear balance av ailable. 95, 000 
Balance available in subsequent 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1055. 3, 195, 000 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

The program for fiseal year 1955 includes continuation of construction on & 
miles of Chandler Canal, Chandler power and pumping plant, and 2.2 miles of 
the main canal. Construction will be initiated on the remaining 2.3 miles of 
Chandler Canal, revising the Prosser diversion dam and headworks, on 11.9 miles 
of main canal, Kiona wasteway, and on the completion contract covering the 
balance of the work on Chandler power and pumping plant and switchyard. 
Preconstruction operations will be active on Amon pumping plant, lateral sys- 
tems, drainage system, Yakima River Channel improvements, communication 
system, and operators’ and ditchriders’ residences. 
Justification 

Most of the major features, including the main canal and the pumping and 
powerplant, are under contract. Funds should be provided in fiscal year 1955 to 
permit this work to proceed at an economical rate as well as to permit additional 
contracts to be awarded to maintain an orderly construction program. The 
Atomic Energy Commission’s plant at Hanford has taken out of production some 
7,000 acres of land in the project area. This loss of 7,000 acres, together with 
encroachment of urban population upon irrigated farmlands adjoining the city of 
Kennewick due to a rapidly expanding population, has resulted in at least a 
50-percent reduction in the supply of agricultural products available for processing 
in local plants. The Kennewick division will provide around 425 new farm 
opportunities for veterans and other interested parties. The power system will 
furnish required power for irrigation pumping, and during the nonirrigation 
months, substantial quantities of surplus power will be available for commercial 
distribution. Delay in the program proposed will retard the achievements of the 
irrigation and power goals with consequent increased costs through additional 
overhead expense as well as resulting in losses of revenue to the Government. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 
prog 


| > « 
Estimated | Totalto | Program, Program, to 


Program item June 30, current budget 
total | 1953 year 1954 | year 1955 | Complete 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Construction program: | | 
Prosser diversion dam and_head- 
works : $37, 000 | $601 $3, 000 $30, 000 $3, 399 
Chandler pumping plant. __- 1, 877, 000 | 168, 511 677, 000 844, 000 187, 489 
Amon relift pumping plant__ 250, 000 | 3, 500 | 10, 000 236, 500 
Chandler Canal (power and _ irriga- | | | 
tion) ef 3, 302, 000 | 837,272 | 1, 573, 000 803, 840 | 87, SSS 
Irrigation canals and wasteways 2, 814, 000 | 121, 301 | 346, 100 139, 000 2, 207, 599 
Laterals | 1, 103, 000 | 39, 742 | 16, 500 25, 300 1, 021, 458 
Drains and observation wells } 130, 000 1, 200 | 9, 900 3, 000 115, 900 
Farm unit development 55, 000 | 500 54, 500 
Yakima River Channel improvements 125, 000 1, 597 4, 000 3, 000 116, 403 
Chandler powerplant 2. 470, 000 | 267, 012 825, 000 1, 117, 000 260, ORS 
Chandler switehyard | 237, 000 | 9, 771 41, 000 155, 000 | 31, 229 
Warehouse, operators’ houses, phone | | 
system 147, 000 | 13, 812 8, 000 4, 000 | 121, 188 
Wildlife fence, fish screens, fish ladder 291, 000 | 3, 601 6, 000 76, 980 204, 419 
Total cost | 12,838,000 | 1, 468, 420 | 3,211,120 | 4, 648, 960 
Service facilities } 43, 914 | —17, 000 | 414 
Stores. 2, 751 | —, 151 
Project investigations | 3, 333 | —8, 333 
Operation and maintenance during con- | | } | 
struction - 43, 200 | | 3 } 43, 200 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures. | —315,000 | —317, 410 2, 410 
Total expenditures. ___ 12, 566, 200 1,201,008 | 3,523,400 | 3, 194, 120 4, 647, 672 
Unliquidated obligations 298,237 —144, 597 SAU) — 154, 520 
Total obligations 12, 566,200 1,499,245 3,378,803 195, 000 | 4, 493, 152 
Method of financing: | 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 ‘ 3, 473, 048 | 
Prior year balance available __ 755 95, 000 
Balance available in subsequent years —95, 000 
Allotments required_ , 3, 100, 000 4, 493, 200 


ROZA DIVISION 


Mr. Jensen. We will turn now to the Roza division on page 357 
of the justifications. We will insert pages 357 and 358 into the 
record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


FsTiMaATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 


Fstimated total obligations $21, 984, 150 
Total obligations to June 80; 1953.2 18, 532, 745 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1954____-_________ 25, 656 


Allotment, fiscal year 1955___ $125, 000 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955____ 125, 000 
Balance to complete. 3, 300, 749 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

The program for fiscal year 1955 includes continuation of construction on the 
drainage system and installation of a radio communication system. 
Justification, fiscal year 1955 

All the primary irrigation facilities are completed and water is available to the 
entire 72,300 acres of the division. Construction of drainage facilities is neces- 
Sary as soon as possible to prevent damage to and loss of existing farm acreage. 
Installation of the radio communication system is highly desired by the Roza 


j | 


856 


Irrigation District for a better and more economical operation and maintenance 
program. This system was requested by the district board of directors during 
negotiations on the amendatory repayment contract. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Estimated Total to | Program, | Program, Balance to 


June 30, current budget 


rogram item 
P 1953 complete 


(1) (2) 


Construction program: 
Roza diversion dam and headworks.__| $1, 036, 394 
Pumping plants an‘ discharge lines.__| 2, 409, 021 
Main canal and wasteways 
Laterals and pipelines 
Farm unit development 
Roza powerplant 
Transmission lines, switchyards and 

substations... 
General property 


Total cost 
Service facilities ee 500 000 —2) 500 
tores —5, 516 
Operation and maintenance during con 

struction 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures. - 


Total expenditures 18, 532, 446 
Unliquidated obligations 299 


Total obligations ‘ 18, 532, 745 
Method of financing: 
Prior year balance available 
Allotments required 


COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM 


Mr. Jensen. How much is programed for the requested radio 
communications system, and why is it needed? 

Mr. Netson. Approximately $36,000 is programed for the radio 
communications system. That is to make the operation of that canal 
efficient and comparable to similar project operations elsewhere in the 
Northwest. The canal is 72 miles long. It serves a very narrow band 
of lands all the way from Yakima to below Prosser, Wash. It is a 
large canal starting out at some 1,300 second-feet and it is above every 
other canal on that side of the valley. In the case of a canal break it is 
urgent that immediate communication be available from one end of 
the project to the other, which is not possible now. 

Mr. Jensen. What is your communication system now? 

Mr. Netson. There is a telephone circuit along the main line. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you have any difficulty in getting telephone 
communications from one point to the other at the present time? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

I would like to go off the record to explain this. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


BOISE PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. We will take up next the Boise project on page 550 
of the justifications. The estimate is for operation and maintenance 
only. We will insert pages 550 to 554 in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


(3) (4) (5) (6) ¥ 
159,274 | $23, 281 $83, 362 $644,083 
442, 470 1, 300 
25,955 | 125,000 | 3,300, 749 
25, 656 125,000 | 3,300, 749 
125,000 |” 3, 300, 800 
I 
7 
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EstTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 
Total, fiscal year 1953 
Fiscal year 1954: 


Total obligations, 1954 
Fiscal year 1955: 
Allotment 
Funds advanced by water users_____.______________-_ 


Total obligations, 1955 


Work proposed, 1955 


$555, 421 
$521, 460 
15, 000 
— 13, 000 


523, 460 


$581, 300 
15, 000 


596, 300 


Increase (+) 
or decrease 
(—) from fis- 
| eal year 1054 


Program 
fiscal year 
1955 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 


Storage system: For continued operation and maintenance of Anderson 
Ranch Dam and Reservoir-_______- 

Carriage system: For operation and maintenance of the Boise River div ersion 
dam and headworks and Black Canyon Dam and headworks. The increase 
will provide for additional supplies and materials. 

Replacements and improvements: This amount will provide for miscel- 
laneous items of equipment for the shop at Boise River diversion dam_. 


Total obligations, multipurpose facilities 


$19, 540 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Storage system: For continued operation and maintenance of Arrowrock 
Dam and Reservoir and Cascade Dam ani Reservoir. The increase will 
cover cost of additional miscellaneous supplies 

Carriage system: For normal operation and maintenance of the carriage sys- 
tem. The increase is necessary to cover costs of additional repairs to con- 
crete canal lining- 

Distribution system: For continued operation and maintenance of the distri- 
bution system serving the 51,760 acres of land in the Payette Division. 
The increase shown is to prov ‘ide for additional maintenance and replace- 
ment of turnouts and other minor structures_.___- 

Drainage system: For normal maintenance of the drainage sy stem ____ 

Replacements and improvements: The amount requested will provide for 
replacement of motor vehicles. These vehicles will be 5 years or more old 
and will have reached the end of their economical usefulness. In addition, 
1 spray rig will be replaced. There is also requested an amount for 

miscellaneous shop and office equipment 


Total obligations, irrigation facilities 


POWER FACILITIES 


Electric generation: For normal operation and maintenance of the Black 
Canyon, Boise River diversion, and Anderson Ranch Dam powerplants 
and facilities and Deadwood Dam and Reservoir. The increase will pro- 
vide for cost of additional maintenance of Deadwood Dam and facilities. 
It is planned to enlarge the basement of the caretaker’s residence and in- 
stall a central heating plant 

Transmission and distribution expense: For normal operation and mainte- 
nance of the x stem and for payment of wheeling charges to the Idaho 
Power Co. e increase will cover additional wheeling costs anticipated 
under uae power production and for additional maintenance 

Replacement and improvements 


Total obligations, all facilities 


|| 
Funds advanced by water users. 
|| 
_ —$50 
11, 960 +50 
100 
20, 000 +500 
31, 000 +1, 000 : 
163, 500 +3, 300 
. 25, 000 +22, 700 
240, 000 27, 500 
135, 600 +3, 030 
198, 100 +43, 160 
a 333, 700 +45, 340 


Schedule of operating oad maintenance program, fiscal years 1958, 1954, and 1955 


Program item 


(1) 


Program Program 
current budget 
year 1954 year 1955 


Total prior 
year 1953 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 
Storage system _ 
Carriage system 
Replacements and improvements. 


Total obligations, multipurpose facilities... 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 
Storage system 
Carriage system 
Distribution system 
Drainage system 
Replacements and improvements 


Total obligations, irrigation facilities 
POWER FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 
Electric generation 


Transmission and distribution expense 


Replacements and improvements. 
Total obligations, power. 
Total obligations, all facilities. 


Allocation: 
Irrigation 
Power 
Flood control. 


Total obligations 


Method of financing: 
Allotment. 
Unobligated balance 
Allotment required 
Funds advanced by water users 


$10, 097 


21, 641 | 


855, 421 


273, 916 | 
277,879 | 
3, 626 


555, 421 | 


568, 400 | 
—26, 938 | 


13, 959 15,000 | 


Project statistics 


Feature or item 


Estimated 
Actual, 
fiscal year | 
1953 | Fiseal yer Fiseal year 
1954 1955 


IRRIGATION SYSTEM 


Irrigable acreage for service: 
Irrigation service land, full é 
Irrigation service land, supplemental. 


Net area in cultivation (entire area) 
Gross crop value. . 
Average gross crop value per cultivated 
acre 
Storage dams and reservoirs. 
Diversion dams. 
plants... 


Telephone lines. 
Operating roads 


= 
= | @ | @ 
| | | 
$10, 590 $10, 540 
| 11, 910 | 11, 960 
| 22, 600 | 22, 600 
ina | | | 
19, 296 | 19, 500 20, 000 
28, 213 30, 000 | 31, 000 
e | 170, 686 160, 200 163, 500 
ee ei | 43, 540 2, 300 | 25, 000 
| | | 
| 
ae 110, 247 | 154, 940 198, 100 
272,080 | 360 | 333, 700 
. 223, 500 | 251, 000 
204, 160 | 339, 500 
5, 800 | 5, 800 
| | 
} 
-| 224,200 | 224,200 | 224, 200 
182,200} 132,200} 132, 200 
386,400 356,400 | 356, 400 
319,366 | 320,000! 320, 000 
| Dollars................| 32, 985, 422 | 32,000,000 | 32, 000, 000 
103 100 100 
5 5 
5 | 5 5 
557 557 557 
Laterals 1, 270 1, 270 1, 270 
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Project statistics—Continued 


Estimated 
Actual, 
fiscal year 
1953 Fiscal year | Fiscal year 

| 1954 1955 


Feature or item 


POWER SYSTEM 
Annual sales. Kilowatt-hours........| 191,971,055 
Total power revenues. Dollars. ....-.- 555, 803 
Powerplants__. ......| Namber 3 
Plant capacity Kilowatts_.......... 36, 500 


| 
| 


54 
17 


HUNGRY HORSE PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. The next project for consideration is the Hungry 
Horse project, Montana. 

Mr. Kirwan. Are the people doing better out there since that went 
into operation? 

Mr. Neuson. Hungry Horse is entirely on the line. The reservoir 
is expected to fill and spill for the first time this year. Four units are 
now in operation. 

Mr. Kirwan. They are now in operation? 

Mr. Newson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. And you say the reservoir is expected to be filled 
this year? 

Mr. Netson. To fill and spill for the first time; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You mean to spill over the dam? 

Mr. Netson. To spill over the spillway. 

Mr. Kirwan. Is industry making any start toward preparing to 
take that power? 

Mr. Netson. I am not sure of that. 

Mr. Kirwan. Were they not building an aluminum plant in 
Columbia Falls? How is that progressing? 

Mr. Neuson. Yes, sir, there is being built an aluminum plant in 
Columbia Falls, which I understand is taking power from the trans- 
mission line that connects with Hungry Horse Dam. 

Mr. Dexuermer. | would like to add to that that the Aluminum 
Co. people have been in my office several times. They are working 
through the winter to expedite the construction of their plant. They 
are building their own extension into the town of Columbia Falls 
and they anticipate that around 3,000 people will be employed in 
that plant, and hope to be in production very shortly. 

Mr. Kirwan. It isa large plant if it will employ 3,000 people. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 


CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Norrevti. How much money to date has been expended on the 
Hungry Horse project? I would like to know when it started, and I 
would like to know the total expended so far. 

Mr. Netson. $100,666,377 costs to December 31, 1952. 

Mr. Norreti. How much, if anything, is estimated to complete 
everything in connection with this project? 


42590—54—pt. 2 9 


Unit 

| 
| 200,000.000 | 200, 000, 000 
| 641, 900 | 645, 300 
3 3 
| 36, 500 
Patrol roads BALL | Miles_-. 23 23 | 
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Mr. Netson. That project is scheduled to be completed by the 
end of this fiscal vear with money previously appropriated. There is 
just now the cleaning up, I think, of the relocation items. 

Mr. Norre ut. This is the last year? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Norreuu. No further funds requested? 

Mr. Netson. There are no construction funds requested beyond 
this current fiscal year. 

Mr. Norre tu. I might say that I am very much interested in this 
project, and I am glad to note that you are completing it. I was so 
interested at one time that I even thought of suggesting a change in 
the name but I am not making any such suggestion any more. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you know the man who engineered it is in the 
room? 

Mr. Norreti. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I have learned that he was. 

Mr. Jensen. He is the one man who engineered the project, Mr. 
Spencer. He did the job, a good job. 

Mr. Norre uu. I might say that the only thought I had in mind in 
suggesting a change in the name of the project was to illustrate the 
thought that it was not being completed quickly enough. There was 
certainly nothing uncomplimentary about the name in my suggestion. 

Mr. Netson. It is a very proud name in Montana. 

Mr. Jensen. We will insert in the record pages 555 through 562. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 
Authorization 


Act of June 5, 1944 (58 Stat. 270). Construction of related irrigation works is 
subject to a report and findings thereon being made by the Secretary of the Interior 
in accordance with reclamation law. 


Location 

Flathead County in northwestern Montana on the South Fork of the Flathead 
River with the dam and powerplant situated approximately 5 miles from the 
confluence of the South Fork with the main stem of the Flathead River. 


Description 
This multipurpose project, consisting of a dam and a 285,000-kilowatt power- 
peak provides for electric generation, flood control, and regulation of river flow. 
‘gulated releases of water from the reservoir will increase by 563,000 kilowatts 
the prime power capability of existing downstream powerplants and will also 
increase the prime power capability of other authorized plants to be installed in 
the future as part of the full development of the Columbia River system. 


Status 


Construction was begun May 24, 1946. The first and second generating units 
were placed in commercial service in October and December of 1952. In July 
1953 work under the prime contract for construction of the dam, powerplant, 
roads, and parking areas was completed, and the third and fourth generating units 
were placed in service. By June 30, 1954, all construction work on the project 
will be completed and placed in a full operation and maintenance status. 


Repayment 

All reimbursabie costs will be repaid by revenues from sale of power. An 
interim agreement has been reached with the Bonneville Power Administration 
concerning payments to be made by the latter agency to the credit of the Hungry 
Horse project. A long-range pavout arrangement is expected to be completed 
as soon as authoritative determinations have been made with respect to cost 
allocations. Negotiations are in progress with the Corps of Engineers and the 
Bonneville Power Administration with respect to the flood control operating plan 
and the benefits to be derived therefrom. An allocation report is expected to be 
completed as soon as agreement is reached on the operating plan. 


‘ 
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History of project development 

Initial date: Planning, 1944; advanced planning, 1946; construction, 1946. 

Date of functional completion of construction: Fiscal year 1954. 

Fiscal vear and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction: 
Fiscal vear 1946, $1,700,000. 


Costs 

Allocation of cost: U nallocated___- 8, 319, 000 
Present estimated cost_- Or 560, 000 
Allocation of cost: 

Flood control- 19, 669, OOO» 

Amount to be repaid and 


1 For low dam only. 
2 Construction costs allocated to commercial power will be repaid within 50 years from date individual 
facility becomes revenue producing. 


The total estimated cost of the Hungry Horse project has been decreased from 
$102,900,000 to $101,560,000 (anticipated total obligations, $102,461,754). The 
change is due to adjustment of the estimate to reflect actual accrued costs to June 
30, 1953, at which time construction of the project was 98 percent complete. 


Schedule of development 


Through Fi | 
| fiseal year scal year | Fiscal year Ultimate 
| 1953 1954 1955 
| 
| 142, 500 285, 000 285, 000 285, 000+ 
Average power rates (mills per kilowatt-hour) : (}) Q) 


1 All power generated for commercial sales is sold by the Bonneville Power Administration. They return’ 
an annual] revenue to the Bureau to repay the project annual expenses plus amortization. 


ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 302, 640 


Work proposed, 1955 


Increase (+) 
Program, 1955} or decrease 
(—) from 1954 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 


Storage system: For operation and maintenance of Hungry Horse Dam, 
reservoir and outlet works. Increase due to transition from construction 
workin progress to full plant in service, total obligations, 


POWER FACILITIES 

Electric generation: For operation and maintenance of Hungry Horse power- | 
plant. Increase due to transition from construction work in progress to full 

Transmission expense: For operation and maintenance of transmission and | 
switchyard facilities. Increase due to transition from construction work in | 


Total obligations, all facilities.............-..-.-.--------------------- 873, 500 | +70, 860 


i 
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Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955 
Program Program 
Program item — per current budget 
y year 1954 year 1955 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 
Operation and maintenance storage system, total obligations, 
$76, 531 $116, 000 $168, 000 
POWER FACILITIES 
Operation and maintenance: 
inc chirnnancacenchearvtidetnsoneyecuin 8, 607 15, 000 16, 000 
Total obligations, power. 117, 197 186, 640 205, 500 
Total obligations, all facilities. 193, 728 302, 640 373, 500 
Allocation: 
Method of financing: 
Project statistics 
Estimated 
Actual, 
Feature or item Unit fiscal year 
1953 pone Fiseal year 
1 1955 
Storage dams and reservoirs... 1 1 1 
Power system: 
125, 393, 000 |785, 300, 000 | 785, 300, 000 
Total power revenue. 781,000 | 2,926, 000 3, 000, 
142, 500 285, 000 285, 000 


FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Jensen. What is the basis for allocation of costs for flood 
control on the Hungry Horse project? 

Mr. Newtson. That is based upon an analysis of the actual use of 
the capacity in Hungry Horse Reservoir, which was made by the 
Corps of Engineers, and that application is made in exactly the same 
manner that was made by the corps for all other storage reservoirs 
in the system. 

Mr. Jensen. If you care to amplify on your answer for the record 
you may do so. 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir; I will insert a copy of that determination. 

Mr. JENSEN. Very well. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


ALLOCATION TO FLoop ContTrRoL AND NAviIGATION, Hunary Horse Provect, 
MONTANA 


The Corps of Engineers’ Review Report on Columbia River and Tributaries 
(p. III-52) cites annual flood control and navigation benefits of the Hungry 
tere project as $788,000 and $15,000, respectively, a total of $803,000. This 
total, reduced to 1943 price levels ($537,207) and capitalized on a 2}4-percent, 
100-year basis, is equivalent to an investment of $19,669,000. 
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POWER SALE TO BPA 


Mr. Buper. Mr. Nelson, what does Bonneville Power pay for the 
power coming out of the Hungry Horse Dam? 

Mr. Netson. There, again, that is based upon a memorandum of 
understanding that has been executed with the Bonneville Power 
Administration. The final determination has not yet been made. 
I can, however, insert in the record, if you wish, the current payout 
schedule program on Hungry Horse, as of December 1953, when a 
total payment of $781,000 was agreed to be made. They stepped up 
the estimated figure of $3,628,000 from 1960 forward. 

(The matter referred to follows: ) 

The accompanying table entitled ““Hungry Horse project—Preliminary power 
repayment study,’”’ dated November 4, 1953, is based upon a total estimated cost 
for this project of $101,800,000. The justifications reflect a lower, current cost 
estimate of $101,560,000. Future revisions of this table will reflect the best cost 
estimate available at that time. However, none of such changes is expected to 
affect the $19,669,000 cost allocations to flood control and navigation. The 
$19,669,000 figure is not based upon project costs but rather is the capitalized 
value of average annual benefits to flood control and navigation which have been 
estimated by the Corps of Engineers to accrue from operations of Hungry Horse 
Reservoir. The estimate of such benefits will of course depend upon the plan to 
be adopted for regulation of Hungry Horse storage space. Negotiations between 
the corps and the Bureau have been proceeding. The operating regulations will 
indicate an allocation of flood-control space in the reservoir to be made each year 
on the basis of forecasting, and if approved by the Congress, Hungry Horse 
Reservoir would come within the provisions of section 7 of the Flood Control Act 
of 1944. Following clarification of the authorization the Secretary of the Army 
would prescribe flood-control regulations as required by the 1944 act. 


(The preliminary power repayment study table referred to above 
has been filed with the committee.) 

Mr. BupGe. How much per kilowatt-hour is the Bonneville Power 
Administration paying? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Budge, I think it should be explained here 
that they do not pay us on a kilowatt-hour basis. They pay us under 
2 memorandum of agreement, which includes many items. 

Mr. Bupas. Can it not be converted to a kilowatt-hour basis? 

Mr. Dexuermmer. It could be, but it might be misleading. If, for 
example, they determine that we release water from Hungry Horse 
rather than generate kilowatts because of the production require- 
ments at downstream plants, it is a question of falling water rather 
than kilowatts. 

Mr. BupGe. What I am trying to get at is this: A few moments 
ago we had a determination that Bonneville Power was paying the 
Bureau of Reclamation 0.89 mill per kilowatt for energy at Grand 
Coulee. I would like to have you place in the record at this point, 
and I ask unanimous consent that this might be done, the kilowatt 
rate to be paid by Bonneville Power Administration, the rate from 
Hungry Horse Dam to compare with the amount paid for the energy 
from Grand Coulee. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We will be happy to do that. 

Mr. Bupcr. You know what Bonneville is paying the Corps of 
Engineers per kilowatt, and you can determine that for the record. 

Mr. Jensen. You can get that from Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, we can get it from the Administration and 
furnish it for the record. 
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Mr. Bunge. | simply want a comparison between the 3 plants— 
those 3 existing plants now in the system. 

Mr. McPuatt. I think it should be pointed out, Mr. Budge, that 
the usefulness of Hungry Horse is planned not to make kilowatts in 
power capacity, but for the entire system. Water is let out a rela- 
tively short time each year, and the kilowatt-hours produced propor- 
tionately is ratler small, so: the charge for kilowatts would be 
proportionately large. 

Mr. Netson. A part of the capacity of the Hungry Horse storage 
would not be pulled each year and would only be pulled in critical 
periods, but it has the effect of not generating secondary but generating 
or enabling the system area to produce primary. I did not mean to 
get into a discussion of that here, however. 

Mr. Bupagr. Perhaps I am naive but it seems to me that you are 
either selling the energy when it goes to Hungry Horse, or you are 
selling it at some place downstream, but I do not care where you sell 
it; I want to know what you get for it from the three projects. 

Mr. Netson. We can get that information. 

Mr. Norrexu. And you will supply it for the record? 

Mr. Netson. Yes. 

(The information requested follows:) 


Comparison of revenues allocated to generating agency and total power delivered to 
Bonneville Power Administration, fiscal years 1952 and 1953, Grand Coulee, 
Hungry Horse and Bonneville powerplants 


Kilowatt- Allocated Allocation 
Name of plant Fiscal year hours from power | per kilowatt- 
revenues hour 
| Thousands | Mills 
52 14, 092, 466 | $11, 100, 000 0. 7376+- 
53 13, 277,143 | | 11, 100,000 0. 8360 
Hungry Horse 253 | 126, 477 781,000 | 6. 1750 
DOM 52 | 4,462,935 | 44,000,000 | 0. 8962+ 
ck 53 4, 227,463 | 43, 687, 570 0, 8722+ 


1 Includes $187,570 paid by Bonneville Dam for river regulation benefits. 

2 Partial year operation. 

3 Not formalized by Bureau of Reclamation and Bonneville Power Administration. 

4 Includes funds which Corps of Engineers transfers to Bonneville Power Administration ($187,500). 
Gross figure has been in excess of $5 million. 


DESCHUTES PROJECT, NORTH UNIT 


Mr. Jensen. Next is the Deschutes project, Oregon; operation 
and maintenance only. We will insert in the record at this point 
page 581 through 586 of the justifications. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosyect Data 
Authorization 
Finding of feasibility by the Secretary of the Interior on September 24, 1947, 
under the provisions of the Fact Finders’ Act of December 5, 1924 (43 Stat, 672, 
701). 


Location 
In Jefferson County of central Oregon east of the Cascade Mountains. 


Description 

Water supply for the North Unit of the Deschutes project is stored in Wickiup 
Reservoir on the Deschutes River 65 miles south of the project lands. The 
project also furnishes supplemental water to about 46,739 acres of private irri- 
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gation district lands in Deschutes and Crook Counties from the Crane Prairie 
Reservoir, which was reconstructed by the Bureau in 1940, and to 2,520 acres of 
the Lone Pine Irrigation District under the Warren Act or special contracts. 
The private irrigation districts operate and maintain Crane Prairie Reservoir. 


Status 

All construction on the Deschutes, North Unit has been completed except for 
leak sealing in the canals and re¥ervoir and miscellaneous cleanup work which 
is underway with presently available construction funds. 


Repayment 

The North Unit Main Canal, Distribution System, and Wickiup Reservoir are 
operated by the Bureau with funds supplied by direct appropriation. Irrigation 
water is delivered on a rental basis at rates estimated to be sufficient to fully 
cover current operation and maintenance costs. Provisions for repayment of 
construction costs are covered by contract between the United States and the 
North Unit Irrigation District. A contract with the Central Oregon Irrigation 
District provides for repayment of the costs of reconstructing Crane Prairie 
Reservoir. 


History of project development 


Initial date: 
Planning, 1913. 
Advanced planning, 1938. 
Construction, 1938. 


Schedule of development 


Initial operation | 
} | Through 
1953 
Date Number | | | 
| 
Irrigation (acres): | 
50, 000 | 50, 000 | 50, 000 | 50, 000 
49, 259 | 49, 259 | 49, 259 49, 259 
(ed Fl 1400 46, 900 | 99, 259 | 99, 259 | 99, 259 | 99, 259 
i | 
ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
Summarized financial data 
Total obligations, fiseal year 1964. 179, 200 
Work proposed, 1955 
| Increase (+) 
Program or 
1955 | decrease (—) 


| from 1954 


IRRICATION FACILITIES 


Storage system: For continued operation and maintenance of Wickiup Dam | 
and | $10, 602 — #4, 085 
Carriage system: For continuation of normal operation and maintenance of | | 
north unit canal. Decrease due to repair in fiseal year 1954 of major canal | 


Distribution system: For continuation of normal operation and maintenance 
of the north unit lateral system. Increase is primarily for required road 
improvements.__.- 05, 287 +2, 378 
Drainage system: For normal continuation of drainage maintenance__- | 1, 988 —1s 
Replacements and improvements: Replacement of trucks, one D-8 crawler. } 
tractor, 1 % C. Y. ay and other minor miscellaneous 
76, 441 +63, 338 
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Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955 


Program Program 
Program item — per current budget 4 
y year 1954 year 1955 be 
(1) @ (3) (4) 
IRRIGATION FACILITIES 
Operation and maintenance: | 
Storage $11,115 | $14, 687 $10, 602 
35, 242 56, 510 39, 758 
Distribution 77, 008 92, 909 95, 287 
Replacements and improvements.........._.-.....-----.-_--- 27. 59; 13, 088 76, 441 
151, 215 179, 200 224, 076 
Method of financing: 
Project statistics 
| | Estimated 
| year 1953 | Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
| | 
IRRIGATION SYSTEM 
Irrigable acreage for service: 
Irrigation service land, full..__.....| Acres 50, 000 50, 000 | 50, 000 
— ion service land, supplemen- |____.do__.._____| 2 49, 259 49, 259 | 49, 259 
Net area in cultivation (entire area)....| Acres! ____. 389, 818 89, S18 89, SIS 
Gross crop value. _.................| Dollars! _.. 413, 524, 101 11, 000, 000 | 10, 500, 000 
Average gross crop value per culti- |.....do. _____| 150 150 | 150 
vated acre. | } 
Stor dams and Number... 2 2 | 2 
Canals 65 65 | 65 
Laterals 235 235 235 
Telephone lines. 20 20 20 
POWER SYSTEM | } 
Total power revenue 
....{ Kilowatts..___/ 
Substations, capacity... ___.| Kilovolt-am- | 
peres. 
! Figures on calendar-year basis. ft 


? Acreage in old-established irrigation districts. All other data applies to north unit only. 

3 Net area in cultivation does not include 583 acres, class 6 land, irrigated by waste water since such acreage 
is nonirrigable. 

4 Gross crop values are based on preliminary information from the calendar year 1953 crop census. 

‘ Bureau constructed 3d unit to Pacific Power & Light Co.’s Cove powerplant to compensate for power 
lost at the company’s Bend plant by reason of winter storage. Pacific Power & Light Co. operates the unit. 


ANNUAL REVENUE 


Mr. Jensen. What is the annual revenue expected to be derived 
from the Deschutes project? 

Mr. Neuson. We can give you that figure. The annual revenue 
exceeds annual expenditures. May I supply that? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

(The material referred to follows:) 
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Irrigation income and expense, calendar year 1953 


Surplus of income over expenses__- 128, 385 


The total of such surplus to December 31, 1953, is $325,463. This cumulative 
surplus will be applied first to repay an operating deficit of $69,911 that occurred 
some years ago after operations had begun but when construction was still in 
progress; the balance of the surplus will be applied on the first construction 
installments due in 1956. 


SECURITY RISKS 


Mr. Norreui. Mr. Dexheimer, I would like to ask you a question 
for the record concerning something which | think should be in the 
hearings. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not directly related to the other matter but 
would like to inquire about it if I may. 

Mr. JENSEN. Go right ahead, Mr. Norrell. 

Mr. Norretit. Mr. Commissioner, I have noticed quite a lot is 
being said in Government circles regarding security risks in Govern- 
ment service. I am just as much against Communist infiltration in 
Government as anybody else, but I would like to ask you what do 
you know regarding the security risks in the Reclamation Service? 
Are you advised or brought up to date on that? I think the hearings 
ought to indicate something about that, not only in the Reclamation 
Bureau, but of the whole Department of the Interior. I suppose your 
knowledge would be confined more to your own area of the Department 
of the Interior, but would you mind giving us a statement on that? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I will be glad to do so, Mr. Norrell. 

1 am the security officer for the Bureau of Reclamation. Security 
is my responsibility, among others. The Interior Department has a 
security officer and a committee. They are making a check of all 
our employees in conformance with the new Executive orders and 
many cases which were cleared before are being given another in- 
vestigation or review. Up to the present time, there are indications 
that approximately 15 of the Bureau of Reclamation employees, out 
of a total of some 11,000 are possible security risks. 

The investigations up to this time and determinations by the De- 
partment have only brought up 2 of those which they felt were secur- 
ity risks, and should be gotten off our payroll—Government payroll. 
There are others under investigation; I do not know what the de- 
termination will be on those. But everybody is being given a very 
critical review. We have guards at some of our major power installa- 
tions. A part of their duties is more or less guide functions, you 
might say, but they are essentially guards there to protect the facilities 
from either sabotage, where sabotage might be easily carried out. 

We are in the process here of getting the security risks off the pay- 
roll, or, if it is determined they are just possible risks, we are moving 
them out of what we call the sensitive areas and putting them in jobs 
where they will not have any contact at all with security matters, 
confidential matters, or will not be in position where they could have, 
possibly, any effect on sabotage or the permission of sabotage. 

Mr. Norreti. Have you discharged any employees, so far, as 
security risks? 

Mr. Dexuermer. So far we have not had to actually discharge 
any. When they learn that the Department is ready to prefer 
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charges on the basis of information obtained, they have an opportunity 
to resign if they so choose, or stay on and face those charges. They 
have resigned. Those people, however, are told, and we are following 
up to see that the records show that they did resign under that pres- 
sure. 

Mr. Norre.i. How many are there of those who resigned because 
of possible charges? 

Mr. Dexuemer. Two up to this time. 

Mr. Two? 

Mr. Dexnermenr. Since I have taken over. 

Mr. Norretyi. And you have now under rather close observation 
about 15; is that right? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The Department has advised me they are con- 
sidering about 15—-I do not know how closely they are being observed. 

Mr. Norreuy. And that is the summary of security risks investi- 
gations of the Reclamation Service? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Well, in addition to that, the Bureau has recently 
received information that we will have to eo through a more careful 
investigation of the list of so-called sensitive positions and to make a 
wider category of sensitive positions. But the people occupying 
those positions at the present time, have been very carefully inves- 
tigated, and we have a very clean record so far. 

“Mr. Norrety. Do these numbers that you have referred to, both 
the 2 who resigned and the 15 you now have under rather close 
observation—are they in the Washington headquarters or in the field, 
or are they mixed between the 2? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The only ones that have come to my attention so 
far have been in the field. The review of the Washington people up 
to this date has not brought to light any doubtful case. I would like 
to point out to the committee that it costs the Bureau of Reclamation 
$240 for each one of the investigations that are carried on. 

Mr. Norreti. Thank you very much, Mr. Commissioner, and Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. There was a person in the Department who resigned 
last March, I believe, who was closely associated with a Communist- 
front organization. This person was located here in Washington and 
was also very close to all of the problems. Was that resignation 
brought about by your investigation? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I am not familiar with that one. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say that I was very glad that that person 
resigned. 

Mr. Nelson, I believe that completes your hearing before the com- 
mittee, and we thank you for the information you have supplied us. 

Mr. Netson. I am glad to be here, Mr. Chairman, and I have 
tried to give you freely all the answers I could. 


Reeion No. 2 
Mr. Jensen. Mr. Spencer, I believe, is regional director of region 


No. 2. 
Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Jensen. We will go into region 2 at this time. Mr. Spencer, 
when did you take over control of region 2? 

Mr. Spencer. I took over formally July 1, 1953. My region com- 
prises the California coastal area north of Ventura County, all of the 
western drainage of the Sierra Nevada Mountains covering the area 
from the Tehachapi Mountains north to Mount Shasta, essentially 
the Central Valley of California, and that portion of southern Oregon 
drained by the Klamath River system. 

Mr. JENSEN. So you have been on the job about 7 months? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. After formally taking over, I did 
have to go back to Hungry Horse for about 3 weeks, but came back 
and have been there since July. 

Mr. JeNseN. You were the engineer for the construction of Hungry 
Horse? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JeNsEN. From the very beginning? 

Mr. Spencer. From the fall of 1947, when construction started. 
There had been project investigations and project preconstruction 
work prior to my taking over. 

Mr. JeNseN. You have been there since and you finished the job 
ahead of schedule, did you not? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And at a lot less money than the alternative estimate 
provided? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Not under, however, the original estimate? 

Mr. Spencer. No, but no increase after the final plans. When 
the original plans were made, they called for a smaller reservoir and 
for smaller power development. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Spencer. In the 1948 estimate. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, during the time that Hungry Horse was 
under construction the price of everything advanced. 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. If they had not advanced, could you have finished 
the job under the original estimate? 

Mr. Spencer. If they had not advanced? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Spencer. Considerably under the 1948 estimate, which was 
the first estimate for the project as constructed. 

Mr. Jensen. I think you could have. Of course, you did have 
good weather too. 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, we had good weather and we had good con- 
tractors, and we had help from the Appropriations Committee, since 
we were never short of money to slow us up. 

Mr. Jensen. You do give the committee a little credit? 

Mr. Spencer. Oh, yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, thank you. That is unusual, Mr. Spencer. 
Every member of the committee will appreciate that statement. 

Mr. Spencer. Well, I will say that the construction people will 
always give credit to the people who give us money, so we are not 
slowed up on the work. 
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CACHUMA PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. We will take up next the “Cachuma project,’ and 
will insert in the record at this point pages 193 through 198 of the 
justification. 

(The material referred to follows.) 


Prosect Data 


AUTHORIZATION 


Pursuant to a finding of feasibility (H. Doe. 587, 80th Cong.) which was sub- 
mitted to the Congress on March 24, 1948, under Federal reclamation laws. 


LOCATION 


Jn southern Santa Barbara County. The service area is on the narrow costal 
plain between the Santa Ynez Mountains and the Pacific Ocean. 


DESCRIPTION 


The project consists of Cachuma Dam and Reservoir; Tecolote Tunnel; south 
coast conduit; Glen Anne, Lauro, Ortega, and Carpinteria regulating reservoirs; 
and distribution svstems for Goleta, Carpinteria, and Summerland County 
Water Districts. The project is designed to furnish a water supply for 26,900 
acres and an ultimate minimum of 10,300 acre-reet of water per year to the city 
of Santa Barbara. 

STATUS 


Construction began on February 7, 1950. As of June 30, 1954, the project 
is scheduled to be approximately 87 percent complete. Cachuma Dam and 
Reservoir, Goleta section of south coast conduit, Glen Anne and Laure regulating 
reservoirs, and the Sheffield Tunnel portion of the Carpinteria section of south 
coast conduit were completed during fiscal year 1953. Work was started on 
Ortega and Carpinteria regulating reservoirs, and the Goleta distribution system 
during fiscal vear 1953, and will continue on these features and on Tecolote 
Tunnel. The Carpinteria section of the south coast conduit and Ortega and Car- 
pinteria Reservoirs will be completed, and the Carpinteria and Summerland 
distribution systems will be started in fiscal vear 1954. During fiscal year 1955 
water developed in Tecolote Tunnel will be delivered to the Santa Barbara County 
Water Agency for distribution to its several member units. 


REPAYMENT 


A contract under section 9 (e) and 9 (c) (2) of the Reclamation Project Act of 
1939 has been executed with the Santa Barbara County Water Agency under 
which the costs of all works, except the distribution systems covered by a separate 
contract, will be returned to the United States. Contracts for the recovery of 
costs of construction of the distribution systems for the Goleta, Carpinteria, and 
Summerland Water Districts under section 9 (d) of the Reclamation Project Act 
of 1939 have been executed. 

Status of repayment contract negotiations: Water-service contract executed 
with Santa Barbara County Water Agency. Distribution system repayment 
contracts executed with Goleta, Summerland, and Carpinteria Water Districts. 


Amount to be repaid and repayment period 
Repayment period 


Regular Development 


Years Years 
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$5,800,000 cost of irrigation distribution systems will be repaid in full by irri- 
gators in 40 years following 4- to 10-year development periods of particular dis- 
tricts. 

$35,700,000 cost of water-supply works used jointly by municipalities and irri- 
gators will be returned in full in an estimated 50-year period by means of water- 
service payments made by the Santa Barbara County Water Agency which has 
entered into subcontracts with the city of Santa Barbara, and Goleta, Carpin- 
teria, Montecito, and Summerland County Water Districts. 

Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation: 


Repayment costs per acre 
Federal investment per $827 
Annual water-user charges (per acre-foot) : 


Gross crop income per acre resulting from project irrigation, $780. (Estimated 
for mature stage of development and includes use of nonproject water.) 


HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

Initial date: 

Planning, 1941. 

Advanced planning, 1949. 

Construction, 1950. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year, 1955, 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 

fiscal year, 1949, $1,000,000. 


Costs 
Original estimated cost___________- $32, 310, 000 
Allocation of cost: 
Allocation of cost: 


The total estimated cost of the Cachuma project has been increased from $40 
million to $41,500,000 (anticipated total obligations $41,175,400). This in- 
crease is due in part to the general rise in the cost of labor and materials and also 
to very unfavorable and unforeseen drainage problems encountered in excavating 
Tecolote tunnel. 


Schedule of development 


Through : 
fiscal year ear | Ultimate 
1953 
tion system: 


| 
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Estimate for construction and rehabilitation 


SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA 


Total obligations to Jume 30, of 250, 769 
Allotment, fiscal year 106421) $5, 480, 974 
Prior year balance available... 131 
TotalJobligations, fiscal year "32450905 
Allotment, fiscal year $3, 300, 000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1955_......____._.____________- Ah 3, 300, 000 
Balance to complete... ... 2, 143, 526 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1955 


The’ program for?fiscal year 1955 provides for the continuation of work on 
Tecolote tunnel and the completion of Goleta, Summerland, and Carpinteria 
distributionisystems. 

JUSTIFICATION 


The¥project is almost complete. Funds requested for fiscal year 1955 are 
needed to pay earnings under existing contracts, purchase materials, and supplies, 
andgpay for other associated costs in connection with the completion of the 
lateral systems during fiscal year 1955 and continuation of construction on the 
Tecolote tunnel in order that it can be finished the following vear. 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1954 and 1955, Cachuma project, 


California 
Total to |Programcur-| Program | 
Estimated Balance to 
Program item June 30, rent year, budget 
1953 1954 year, 1955 | 
1 2 3 5 6 
Construction program: 
Cachuma Dam and Reser- 
pp ae See $14, 162,000 | $13, 595, 002 $281, 998 $40, 000 $245, 000 
Tecolote Tunnel._......<..-- 12, 571, 000 7,031, 126 1, 998, 533 1, 636, 243 1, 905, 098 : 
South coast conduit, Goleta | 7 
2, 580, 000 2, 529, 876 | 4 
South coast conduit, Carpin- | 
eae 3, 612, 000 3, 341, 657 | 2 
Regulating reservoir, Glen | 
1,090, 000 1, 072, 539 | 
Regulating reservoir, Lauro_- 1, 208, 000 1, 177, 836 ed q 
Regulating reservoir, Ortega 920, 000 268, 401 iw 
Regulating Reservoir, Carp- x 
Laterals, Goleta system _____- 3, 000, 000 518, 614 
Laterals, Carpinteria system 1, 500, 000 101, 660 + 
Laterals, Summerland sys- by 
te 400, 000 bs 


Operation and maintenance dur- 
ing construction ............... 70, 000 25, 961 


Transfers, credits and other ; 

eae —394, 600 — 254, 693 —110, 000 —20, 000 —9, 907 : 
Total expenditures. ___.... 41, 175, 400 29, 836, 731 5, 895, 143 3. 300, 000 2, 143, 526 
Unliquidated 414, 038 
Total obligations -_......... 41, 175, 400 30, 250, 769 5, 481, 105 3, 300, 000 2, 143, 526 

Method of financing: 


Allotments required 3, 300, 000 2, 143, 600 


4 
} 
j 
eS TET 41, 500, 000 29, 888, 336 6, 144, 566 3, 317, 000 2, 150, 098 y 
155, 281 —152, 577 —2, 000 —704 
Stores 21, 846 —11, 846 —7,000 —3, 000 
| 25, 000 12,000 7,039 
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Mr. JensEN. How well are you financed by reason of the results of 
the recent explosion in the tunnel on the Cachuma Dam? 

Mr. Spencer. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement which, with your 
permission, I would like to put in the record. 

Mr. JENSEN. Very well. Just give us a brief summary for our 
information. 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 


AUTHORIZATION AND PURPOSE 


The Cachuma project was authorized by finding of feasibility which 
was submitted to Congress on March 4, 1948. The construction of 
this project was directed toward a solution to the problem of con- 
tinually lowering water table in the narrow coastal plain between the 
Santa Ynez Mountains and the Pacific Ocean and the increasing needs 
for municipal water by the city of Santa Barbara. 

During recent years the draft on the underground-water supply of 
this area has been approximately 9,700 acre-feet a year whereas the 
average annual natural replenishment has been approximately 6,800 
acre-feet. In addition to the irrigation needs to this area, the city of 
Santa Barbara has been concerned with increasing needs for water. 
The situation has been critical as population increases are occurring 
at the same time water supply is decreasing. The city has been 
almost entirely dependent for its water supply on the yield of Gibralter 
Reservoir on the Santa Ynez River. Due to numerous years of 
practically no runoff, reservoir storage has been virtually exhausted 
although the city has resorted to pumping from underground-storage 
basins beneath the city. The yield of the wells is limited and some 
wells have undergone alarming decreases. Some relief has already 
been afforded by the delivery of seepage water from the Tecolote 
Tunnel, 

MAIN FEATURES OF THE PROJECT 


The main features of the project include Cachuma Dam, Tecolote 
Tunnel, the south coast conduit, 4 regulating reservoirs and 3 lateral 
systems. 

Construction was initiated in 1950 and virtual completion of the 
project is planned for 1955. When this project is completed it will 
provide full irrigation for 500 acres of land, supplemental irrigation 
for another 26,400 acres, and provide 10,300 acre-feet annually for 
municipal and industrial use. The estimated cost of distribution 
systems is $4,900,000 and will be repaid under 9 (d) contracts. 


PROBLEMS ON THE TECOLOTE TUNNEL 


Construction work on the Tecolote Tunnel was virtually halted last 
July because of unusual and dangerous conditions at the face of the 
tunnel. This has seriously curtailed the progress toward completion 
of the project to such an extent that completion was scheduled to 
reflect the delay, that is the end of fiscal year 1956. However, an 
order for change was agreed to in mid-January recognizing the changed 
conditions under the tunnel contract and construction should be re- 
sumed any day. Under the new order, it is expected the tunnel will 
be completed in 20 months, or about July 1955, concurrently with 
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completion of construction of the distribution systems. These events 
are more fully explained in the January 25 news release which is being 
submitted for the record. 

(The material referred to follows: ) 


WorK TO CONTINUE ON TROUBLESOME TECOLOTE TUNNEL, CALIFORNIA 


Construction of Tecolote Tunnel, a part of the Cachuma project near Santa 
Barbara, Calif., will be resumed under a changed contract, Secretary of the Interior 
Douglas McKay said today. Work was stopped on the 6%-mile tunnel last 
July when crews ran into large quantities of hot water under pressure. 

Bureau of Reclamation Commissioner W. A, Dexheimer said that a consulting 
board of engineers called in to recommend methods of continuing work reported 
that the tunnel could be completed only by ‘heroic measures.” 

The great need for supplemental water in the Santa Barbara area has empha- 
sized the need for completing the tunnel, which will convey water from Cachuma 
Dam and Reservoir through the Santa Ynez Mountains to the south coast conduit 
and thence to the coastal area. Approximately 3,600 gallons of water a minute, 
encountered in the tunnel during construction, are being delivered to irrigation 
districts. 

Commissioner Dexheimer said that the change order for the contractors, Carl 
M. Halvorson, Inc., and H. Halvorson, Inc., will permit them to install approxi- 
mately $1 million worth of air refrigeration equipment in the outlet portal of 
the tunnel to keep the air at tolerable temperatures. In addition, the company 
will put a new power cable within the tunnel to supply energy for operation of 
the air conditioning equipment. Other new equipment is also called for as a 
result of restricted working space in the tunnel, which when completed will have 
a 7-foot inner diameter. 

The Halvorson contractors had been driving the tunnel from both ends when 
hot water was struck in the outlet heading of the tunnel. Approximately seven 
eighths of a mile is yet to be excavated before the tunnel is holed through. Ex- 
cavation had already halted at the upstream face and lining of the upstream bore 
is nearing completion. 

The contractors will presumably do all additional tunneling in the downstream 
end of the tunnel where the hot water was encountered. The water temperature 
at the heading is now 112° F. and the total discharge is 3,600 gallons a minute. 
It is expected that flows of large volume and high temperature will continue to 
be encountered as work is resumed. It is not anticipated that water tempera- 
tures will exceed 130° or that the discharge will exceed 10,000 gallons a minute. 
In the event such conditions are encountered the cost of the work will be subject 
to additional adjustment. 

The estimated cost to complete the tunnel is $5,792,217, of which $4,176,350 
is a net increase in the construction contract. The contractors expect to finish 
the tunnel in 20 months. This is a substantial improvement from earlier esti- 
mates of $6,244,000 and 4 years and 10 months, which were based on incomplete 
studies. 

The 20-month construction schedule is particularly attractive to water users 
because it means the tunnel will be in operation and water can be delivered from 
Cachuma Reservoir to the Goleta and Carpinteria water districts a short time 
after completion of irrigation laterals now under construction. 


As a result of these recent events it has become evident that 
$5,468,000 will be required for work on the tunnel in fiscal year 1955 
and $7,132,000 will be required to finance the project in fiscal year 
1955, whereas the present program calls for an allotment of $3,300,000. 
Because of this, steps are being taken to submit a supplemental re- 

uest for the balance of the funds necessary to complete the project in 

scal year 1955. The construction of the tunnel_under the unusual 
conditions encountered has necessitated an increase in its estimated 
cost as well as a revision in the total estimated cost of the project from 
$41,500,000 to $44,100,000. 

With the exception of the tunnel and distribution systems all other 
features of the project will have been completed by the end of fiscal 
year 1954. Cachuma Dam was completed in June 1953; Goleta 
section of the south coast conduit in June 1953; Carpinteria section 


i 
if 


(including Sheffield tunnel) in October 1953 and the last of the four 

; regulating reservoirs is expected to be completed in the last quarter of 

4 fiscal year 1954. Construction work on the distribution systems will 

1 all be contracted for by the end of the current fiscal year. Water de- 
veloped in the tunnel will continue to be diverted into the south coast 
conduit and utilized in meeting water requirements. Completion of 
the tunnel is urgently required in order to alleviate a general water 
shortage in this service area. 

Mr. JENSEN. In other words, you have worked out some sort of 
method of removing the gas from the tunnel so the men can carry on 
the work? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. How did they do that? I am interested in what was 
done and I have been wondering about it. 

Mr. Spencer. The new contractor, or subcontractor, who is going 
to take over, will develop a ventilating system for refrigerating the air 
in the tunnel, resulting in putting in about a million dollars worth of 
additional construction equipment in the plant, and is using topflight 
tunnel men, and they feel they should have no more trouble. 

Mr. JensEN. He is simply going to refrigerate the air and by so 
doing, that will make it possible for the men to work in the tunnel? 

Mr. SpeNcER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I am glad that has been worked out and the job is 
going forward. 


INCREASED COST 


How much more money will be necessary to complete the job than 
was originally estimated, since you ran into this trouble? 
Mr. Spencer. The total estimate now is approximately $44,100,000 
for the Cachuma project. 
Mr. Jensen. And how much is that over the original estimate? 
Mr. Spencer. The estimate before this committee was $41,500,000. 
That is indicated on page 195. 
Mr. Jensen. That will make a difference of how many dollars? 
Mr. SPENCER. $2,600,000. 
Mr. Chairman, would you like to have that broken up? 


REPAYMENT OF ADDITIONAL COST 


Mr. Jensen. What I would like to know is this: Are the water 
users to pay for this? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. They have agreed to do that? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Have they agreed in black and white, or is that just 
an oral agreement? 

Mr. Spencer. We have what is known as a 9—E contract which is 
to run for 40 years at a fixed rate. At the end of the 40 years the 
Secretary of the Interior has the right to open it up and change the 
annual payments. 

Mr. Jensen. Which has been done? 

Mr. Spencer. After 40 years. But they have agreed by telegram 
to the Commissioner that they want us to go ahead and do this regard- 
less of cost? 
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Mr. Jensen. All the water users, the people who are to pay for this 
project, are apprised of that fact? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, it has been given wide publicity, and they have 
agreed. 

Mr. JENSEN. So they are apprised of the fact that it is going to cost 
more money? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. And they will be required to pay the bill? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to state for the 
record that the increased cost of the Tecolote Tunnel is approximately 
$4 million because of the difficulties we have run into, and I have 
received from the water users telegrams urging us to go ahead on this 
basis of the increased costs; that is, they want us to get the job com- 
pleted as quickly as possible. 

Mr. Jensen. You received telegrams from people who represent 
the water users? 

Mr. Dexneimer. Yes. I should also like to say that our water 
charges there are $.25 an acre-foot for irrigation, $35 for domestic 
water, so the water situation is in very good position to pay out on 
that basis. 

TRANSFER OF FUNDS FROM EKLUTNA 


Mr. Jensen. There was some talk about transferring funds we 
have appropriated for the Eklutna project in Alaska to this project. 
What is the story on that now? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We have anticipated saving on the Eklutna 
project in the fiseal year 1955 budget, and we have made a proposal 
to the Bureau of the Budget that we transfer some of that to the 
Tecolote Tunnel, in 1955, without changing the overall amount that 
we are asking for construction in the 1955 budget. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say, Mr. Commissioner, that every time you 
attempt to transfer money from one project to another, the people 
from whom the funds are being transferred are very critical. They 
cannot quite understand why that should be done. They are fearful 
that the money will not be available for their project at the time it is 
needed. I have questioned, and I think this committee has ques- 
tioned, the advisability of transferring funds from one project to 
another. 

If more funds are provided for one project than is needed, I believe 
that upon the completion of the project, those funds not having been 
ceeees, will just not be taken out of the Treasury of the United 
States. 

I believe the Bureau of Reclamation, instead of doing as you suggest, 
should make your regular requests to the committee for the amount of 
funds needed on each individual project specifically. 1 think you will 
get along better, all of us will, if that is done. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We would like to do that very much, Mr. Chair- 
man, and we will attempt to do that. And we are trying to make our 
specific requests and make them correspond with the justifications and 
the actual needs for the money required on the specific projects. 

However, after our budget was submitted, it became apparent that 
we should anticipate an adjustment on the Eklutna project. 

Mr. Jensen. Of how much money? 
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Mr. DexHermer. An overall saving is anticipated of about $3.5 
million. 

Mr. Bupee. I do not look upon that as a saving, Mr. Commissioner, 
but more as a deferment. What we are doing is to give the city of 
Anchorage electricity and let them collect the money later on, instead 


of buying the Eklutna electric plant. 


Mr. Dexuermer. To some extent, that is true. 

Mr. Bunce. So it is a deferment rather than a saving. 

Mr. Dexuermer. To some extent, that is correct. However, we 
have made some saving over our estimated costs. We made a report 
to the committee last year that the Anchorage project involved only 
about $1.5 million; whether we pay for it now or whether you pay for 
it¥in energy, and the other savings from the actual construction, 
which we will make, but the amount we are asking in this fiscal year, 
will not quite complete the project. We will need about $1.5 million 
more in the next fiscal year to finish up the powerplant and the power 
facilities, if we get what we have in this budget. But then there is a 
bigger question, Mr. Chairman, of our budget being reduced, and the 
appropriation actually being below the budget. If we do not have 
the privilege to transfer funds around, then we find ourselves with a 
carryover On some projects and a shortage on another, particularly 
during the current fiscal vear, if we were not permitted to move the 
funds around, we would be obliged to shut down some of our construc- 
tion work while we had funds on others that we could not use. 

Mr. Jensen. That is within the fiscal year? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. For which funds have already been appropriated? 

Mr. DexuHerMer. Yes, sir. 


ADDITIONAL FUNDS NEEDED 


Mr. Jensen. I do not know that the committee has ever been 
averse to that procedure. However, I think in this instance, the 
committee would feel better if you would make your recommendation 
as to how much money you believe you will need to complete the 
Cachuma project. Then let the committee work out the problem. 


I wish you would tell the committee how much money you need for 


the Cachuma project; that is how much you need in fiscal year 1955, 
what the original estimate was before you ran into this trouble in the 
tunnel. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We will need for fiscal 1955, an additional 


$3,832,000 to take care of this tunnel. 


Mr. Jensen. You cannot get that much money from the Eklutna 
project? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No; we would have to get some from some other 
places if it were available. In other words, this amount of money is 
not going to be enough to enable us to make the progress that we 
would like to make. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you ask the Bureau of the Budget for an esti- 
mate and give us the approval on the amount? 

Mr. Dexueimer. We will ask if the Department will approve our 
recommendation to the Bureau of the Budget for an amount in a 


supplemental estimate. 


Mr. Jensen. 1 wish you would do that. Let us complete the 
Eklutna project, let us keep it separate from the Cachuma project, 
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because the Cachuma project is an unusual one, and it is unusual 
because of the explosion in the tunnel. Let us keep that completely 
clear, because it is an indication of what has happened, and shows 
clearly the purpose for which the money is requested. It is an emer- 
gency and should be handled as such. 1 am sure that this committee 
and the Senate committee would feel better about it if you did keep it 
separate, and ask specifically for funds needed to complete the job 
without transferring funds from any other project. 

Mr. Bupa. You would negotiate a new contract before you ask 
for more money? You would not proceed until vou negotiated a new 
contract; that is, the Government will not be expected to stand a loss 
on this work? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We do not have a repayment contract of the 
kind you are thinking about, Mr. Budge. We are selling the water 
under a 9-E contract, at so much per acre-foot, without an obligation 
on the part of the irrigators or domestic water users to repay the cost 
of the project as such. 

Mr. Buper. You do not have to renegotiate the contract? 

Mr. Dexuermmer. No, we do not. 

Mr. Bupae. You will have a firm contract covering what the 
project costs, providing the people would not have to pay for this. 
I would hate to see them pay any more than was necessary. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We would, too. 

But I would like to call the attention of the committee to the fact 
that we have change orders with contractors for the Tecolote tunnel 
which is a firm commitment on our part to meet these costs, so we are 
committed to complete the work as quickly as possible and if we do 
not have the money in the fiscal year 1955, we are going to be em- 
barrassed under the contract. 

Mr. Jensen. If the Bureau of the Budget does not go along with 
the requests, you will let us know about it? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 


ALLOCATION OF COSTS 


Mr. Jensen. You have an item on page BR-195, ‘Allocation of 
costs,’ the last item reads ‘Unallocated,’ $4,533,000. Will you 
explain that item to us, please? 

Mr. Spencer. I am As ae that we will have a detailed analysis 
of that which will be available to the committee, and when that time 
comes, we will be able to show you how it will be paid for. It will be 
under the 9-E contract-payment plan, over a period of 40 years with 
such an extension beyond the 40 years as is necessary to pay out. 

Mr. Jensen. That comes about because of this emergency? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. 


POLICY ON TRANSFERS OF FUNDS 


Mr. Bupee. Mr. Chairman, in line with the question you asked 
concerning the transfer of funds, has there been a policy established 
by the committee to have the Bureau furnish a statement as to the 
amount of funds transferred from one project to another, and to 
what projects the funds are assigned? 

In one of the cases which we were discussing, they would be taking 
money from the Eklutna project and using it at the Cachuma project, 


i 


879 


which was the project under discussion, and my question is, Have 
we ever had a statement as to just what is done, how much is taken 
from one project and transferred to another? 

Mr. JenseN. We yenerally do get such a statement, Mr. Budge, 
from the Bureau, explaining the amount which is transferred from one 
project to another, together with an explanation of the work to be 
done on the project to which the funds are transferred. That is some- 
thing that is always submitted to the committee. 

Mr. DexuHerMer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And you expected to do that? 

Mr. DexHermer. Yes. We are working with Mr. Larson. And I 
might add, Mr. Chairman, that when any question comes up as we go 
along, we try to clear it with the committee before we do that, or with 
the chairman of the committee. We have cleared several of these 
items during the past years. 

TUNNELS 


Mr. Kirwan. I want to ask you this. You are the engineer who 
built Hungry Horse and have now been transferred to Sacramento? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. And you are charged with region 2, the Sacramento 
projects, and while there you have run into this trouble in this tunnel; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Krrwan. You are putting a pipe inside the tunnel? 

Mr. Spencer. Not in the Tecolote Tunnel. We did have in another 
tunnel. 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 

Mr. Spencer. In which there is to be pipe. 

Mr. Krrwan. Pipe inside the tunnel, itself. 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. I asked that because I happened to be in Santa 
Barbara some 2 years ago this summer, and the hotel where I was 
staying was rather badly chipped up because of the earthquake. I 
was wondering whether earthquakes would cause too much damage 
to the tunnel? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, it could. It could do damage to any pipelines, 
but the shakes we have had in southern California have not done too 
much damage to pipelines that are in use in the water system. They 
have been laying pipelines from the Colorado River, as you know, to 
the city of Los Angeles. 

Mr. JENSEN. What is the purpose of the pipe inside the tunnel? 

Mr. Spencer. May I supply a statement for the record on that, 
Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. JENSEN. Certainly. 

(The material referred to follows:) 

The Sheffield tunnel was built below Santa Barbara. It is 6,000 feet long and 
6 feet in diameter. It carries the 30-inch conduit through territory in which 
the cut and cover method was not a practical method of construction. The 
construction was undertaken in October of 1952 and is now complete. It is now 
carrying seepage water from Tecolote tunnel to Montecito and Carpinteria. 

Mr. Dexuemmer. Mr. Chairman, | might add this statement in 
that connection, that the Tecolote tunnel is designed with reinforced 
concrete lining, and when we got into this section, we found it neces- 
sary to add strength to the concrete, to increase the thickness of it. 
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Mr. Kirwan. I happen to have worked on the Los Angeles Aque- 
duct project some years ago—about 1910. They were undertaking 
to secure a water supply for Los Angeles. Tunnels were bored, and 
you may recall that some of them collapsed about 2 years ago, result- 
ing in considerable flood. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

We are very conscious of the earthquake problems in that area. 
This tunnel is approximately 2,000 feet below the surface. It is 
designed with reinforced concrete, to take care of a certain amount of 
the earthquake shock, and we anticipate no trouble with it. The 
trouble you refer to was down in the Tehachopi area. Of course, with 
earthquakes most anything could happen, but we are reasonably 
certain this will be all right. 

Mr. Krrwan. The only thing, Mr. Commissioner, I had in mind, 
is that this thing did partially collapse some 2 years ago following an. 
earthquake. 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is correct. But that was close to the 
surface, or on the surface. We might get comparatively minor 
trouble if it were laid close to the surface, as a result of the power of a 
shock; that is possible. However, we have had the advice of the best 
geologists we could get, and we have designed this accordingly. 

Mr. Jensen. I presume that if an earthquake destroyed the tun- 
nel, the pipe will be of sufficient size to carry the water from one side 
to the other? Is that the purpose of it? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No. Generally, the tunnel is there so you can 
get around the pipe to maintain it, paint it, and so forth; it is not 
necessarily just to overcome the earthquake shock, because if it were 
tied down in the tunnel, probably it would be ruptured just the same 
as the concrete lining if we had much movement in an earthquake. 

Mr. JeNseN. I cannot quite understand why you are going to run 
the pipe through it. 

Mr. Spencer. I think the pipe that vou refer to was in the Sheffield 
tunnel, and not in the Tecolote tunnel. The Tecolote tunnel will be 
made of concrete, rather heavily reinforced. 

Mr. Jensen. The Sheffield tunnel is the one that runs to Santa 
Barbara? 

Mr. Spencer. That is a part of the distribution system, to carry 
the water to the service area. That pipeline is approximately 94 
percent complete. It is much smaller pipe, and I am informed that. 
its purpose is to supply a part of the service area beyond Santa 
Barbara where full capacity is not required. 

Mr. Dexuermenr. I think one reason for the lining of the Sheffield 
tunnel is that it runs right through the city of Santa Barbara; it is not 
very deep, and it is to keep the water from leaking, possible leakage, 
which might happen through a concrete lining, and will be prevented 
by a steel pipe. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS PER ACRE 


Mr. Jensen. How much is your operation and maintenance cost 
per acre on the Cachuma project? ; 
Mr. Spencer. The operation and maintenance is $3.75 per acre. 
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CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


Mr. JENSEN. Next we will take up the Central Valley project, be- 
inning on page 200 of the justifications. Your construction estimate 
is for $23,493,000, and operation and maintenance, $4,758,800. 
We will insert pages 200 through 211 and 215 through 219 in the 
record at this point. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosyect Data 
ATHORIZATION 


Initiated under the provisions of the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act, 
1935 (49 Stat. 115). Subsequently authorized by a finding of feasibility by the 
Secretary of the Interior, approved by the President on December 2, 1935. 
Additional authorizations were made by the Rivers and Harbors Acts of August 26, 
1937 (50 Stat. 844, 850), and October 17, 1940 (54 Stat. 1198, 1199). American 
River features were authorized under the act of October 14, 1949 (63 Stat. 852), 
and the Sacramento Valley canals authorized under the act of September 26, 
1950 (64 Stat. 1036). Trinity River division was added by finding of feasibility 
by Secretary of the Interior, approved by the President January 2, 1953 (H. 
Doe. 58, 83d 


LOCATION 


The Central Valley consists of the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Valleys 
in California. The valley is approximately 500 miles long and 100 miles wide, 
extending from Mount Shasta in the north to the Tehachapi Mountains on the 
south. Its watershed covers the area from the Sierra Nevada Range to the 
delta outlet through San Francisco Bay. The valley area contains 19 of the 58 
counties of the State which comprise 27 percent of the land area. On the basis 
of the 1950 census the valley contains 20 percent of the State’s population. Most 
recent data available credit the Central Valley with 21 percent of the assessed 
value and 52 percent of the cash farm income. 


DESCRIPTION 


The plan of the project is to redistribute the water resources of the Central 
Valley since the northern portion, drained by the Sacramento River, contains 
approximately one-third of the land area and has two-thirds of the available 
water. The southern portion of the valley drained by the San Joaquin River has 
the reverse situation. 

Shasta Dam provides water in storage in the north which under controlled 
releases flows down the Sacramento River. Near the confluence of the Sacramento 
and San Joaquin Rivers, the water is diverted through the Delta cross channel to 
the Tracy pumping plant. At the pumping plant the water is raised approxi- 
mately 200 feet into the Delta-Mendota Canal in which it flows southerly a 
distance of 120 miles. 

This new supply of water from the north permits, by exchange, such water as 
is available in the San Joaquin Vallev. To achieve this, Friant Dam on the upper 
San Joaquin impounds the water in Millerton Lake and via the Friant-Kern 
Canal this water is delivered 153 miles to the water deficient areas of the southern 
extremes of San Joaquin Valley. 

The development of the American River Basin was authorized as part of the 
project by Public Law 356 to be coordinated and integrated as part of Central 
Valley project. The features of the American River—the major tributary of the 
Sacramento River—include Folsom Dam, under construction by the Corps of 
Engineers: Folsom and Nimbus powerplants: as well as necessary canals and trans- 
mission lines to be constructed by the Bureau. 

The Trinity River division is to divert about 650,000 acre-feet of water which 
with the integrated operation of other project facilities is to provide water for 
some 300,000 acres of land. It will also provide electrical energy. 
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STATUS 


As of June 30, 1954, the project will be approximately 51 percent complete. 
Although all the initial features of the project have been placed in operation, a 
significant construction program is currently under way. The largest single item 
in the current program is continuation of construction of the Folsom power facili- 
ties for which all major contracts have been awarded. The second and third 
major items are respectively the further construction of the Firant-Kern and 
Madera distribution systems and the construction of Sly Park Dam. Other items 
in the current program include the award of contract for stringing conductor on 
the Folsom transmission line, construction of trash racks along the Friant-Kern 
and Delta-Mendota Canals, the continuation of the determination of water rights 
along the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers. 


REPAYMENT 


As of the commencement of fiscal year 1954, long-term water service contracts 
for Central Valley project water had been executed with 25 districts and contract 
negotiations are in various stages of completion with an additional 18 other 
districts. Amendatory contracts have been executed by four districts increasing 
the maximum contract liability under which the United States is constructing a 
distribution system. Three other contracts are in the process of negotiation. 

Effective August 27, 1951, a wheeling contract between the Bureau and a private 
utility company (P. G. & FE.) covering electrical power transmission became 
operative. On said date the Bureau commenced services to the first preference 
customer and to Federal installations by the conveyance of Bureau power over 
the transmission lines of the private utility company. Currently 25 power sales 
contracts are in force, 24 with preference customers, 1 with a private utility. 
It is anticipated that of the 24 billion kilowatt hours estimated production in 
fiscal year 1955 approximately 50 percent will be required for project use and 
preference customers and the balance sold to a private utility. In fiscal year 
1954 it is estimated that 20 percent of the total energy production will be required 
for project use and preference customers and 80 percent sold to a private utility. 

Increased project revenues result from the placing into operation of additional 
features. It is anticipated that the collection from water sales in fiscal year 
1955 will be $4,600,000, an increase of 30 percent over anticipated fiscal vear 
1954 water sales, and it is anticipated that the total revenue from the sale of 
project water at the conclusion of fiscal vear 1955 (including prior vears) will be 
over $15 million. Power revenue is estimated at $9 million in fiseal year 1955; 
and at the end of fiscal year 1955, it is estimated that the total cumulative power 
revenues will be nearing the $80 million mark. An estimated grand total for 
cumulative power and water revenues at the end of fiseal vear 1955 would be in 
the neighborhood of $100 million. 

Amount to be repaid and repayment period: 

Construction costs ($295,753,000) allocated to commercial power will be repaid 
within 50 years of date individual facility becomes revenue producing. Payout 
is scheduled for completion by the year 2014. 

Construction cost of irrigation distribution systems will be repaid within 40 
years (plus l- to 10-year development period) after completion of censtruction 
of individual systems. 

Construction cost of irrigation water supply works will be paid in full by 2014. 

Return of construction cost allocated to municipal water ($9,407,000) is sched- 
uled for completion by 1975. 

Construction costs ($26,067,000) of capacities of reservoirs and canals for future 
use will be repaid from water sales in connection with proposed extensions of the 
project or, if such extensions are not built, will be returned from surplus revenues 
of currently contemplated water and power sales. 


Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 


Water users____ ; $270, 201, 400 
Power: Interest component ; 54, 344, 780 
Municipal: 

28) _ $28, 342, 955 

Interest component 2, 334, 145 


30, 677, 100 
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Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre____- 
From water users__ 244 


Annual water user charges ' (water service includes O. and M. construe- 
tion): 
Class I (firm supply) per acre-foot____- 
Class II per acre-foot 1. 50 
1 In addition water users will bear costs of building and operating lateral distribution systems. Gross 
crop income per acre resulting from project irrigation (actual for calendar year 1952, includes nonproject 
water) $259, 
HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 
Initial date: 

Planning: The Bureau has participated in studies for development in the 
Central Valley almost from the beginning of the Reclamation Service in 1902. 
The State Water Plan was issued by the State of California in 1930. 

Advanced planning, 1935. 

Construction, 1935. 

Date of functional completion of construction: 

Contra Costa distribution system, 1954. 

Delta- Mendota distribution system, 1954. 

Friant-Kern distribution system, 1957. 

Madera distribution system, 1955. 

Sacramento canals unit, 1958. 

Transmission lines additions, indefinite. 

Trinity River division, after 1960. 

Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1936, $6,900,000. 


Costs 

Original estimated cost... _____. $170, 000, 000 
Allocation of cost, unallocated- 170, 000, 000 
Present estimated use. 764, 764, 280 

Allocation of cost: 
cE 295, 753, 000 


! Subsequent additional authorizations p 


American River development .---.-..--- $54, 742,000 
Sacramento canals unit_-._- 42, 000, 000 


The total estimated cost of Central Valley project has been decreased from 
$861,582,287 to $764,764,280 (anticipated total obligation $759,577,532). This 
decrease is due primarily to more refined estimates as features neared comple- 
tion and the elimination of the CVP-BPA intertie and Delta steam plant and 
switchyard, and certain distribution systems units under Contra Costa and 
Delta-Mendota distribution system, and reduction of Delta cross channel pend- 
ing’ final determination of what facilities are needed. 
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Schedule of development 


| Through 


fiscal year Fiscal year | Fiscal year | Ultimate 
| 1953 195 1955 | 
Irrigation: 
Full 9,100 12, 900 17, 000 | 254, 90) 
Supplemental 877, 375 | _586, 410 615, 560 850, 600 
do....| 586,375 | 508,310 | 632,560 | 1,105, 500 
454, 000 629, 500 | "847, 500 
Average power rates: } 
Firm. ........-mills per kilowatt-hour-., 5.1 | 5.1 5.1 5.1 
Nonfirm_____. 3.3 | 3.3 3.3 3.3 
Estimate for construction and rehabilitation 
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA 
Katimated total obligations... $759, 577, 532 
Total obligations to June 30, 1953_-_-_-.__-_----- Lwsdangheca 408, 094, 660 
Allotment, fiscal vear 1954 (construction and re- 
Allotment, fiscal vear 1954 (general rca 
Prior year balance available..............-_.._- 12, 469, 782 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1954. 18, 817, 944 
Allotment, fiscal vear 1955 (construction and re- 
Allotment, fiscal vear 1955 (general investigations 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1955.................-....-- wise 23, 593, 000 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1955 


Fiseal year 1955 will be the peak year in the construction of the Friant-Kern 
distribution system which is the largest single item in the proposed program. 
Second to this major item is the program for near completion of Folsom power- 
plant and Nimbus Dam and powerplant with generators in both plants scheduled 
for inservice by year end. Other items include the initiation of construction of 
the permanent fish screens structure at the intake canal of the Tracy pumping 
plant and the initiation of construction of the Corning Canal and pumping plant 
and the Red Bluff diversion dam of the Sacramento Canal unit. The program 
provides for the continuation of the Nimbus fish protection facilities, and the 
completion of Sly Park Dam and conduit, the Madera distribution system and the 
water rights studies as now programed. Concurrently with the completion of 
these major features, the program includes planning for the construction of the 
Trinity River division. 

JUSTIFICATION 


The project program for fiscal year 1955 is directed toward the continuation and 
completion of features now under construction and essential to help alleviate'the 
water and power demands arising from the unprecedented increase in California’s 
population. A major portion of the funds requested are necessary to make pay- 
ments on existing contracts. Continuation of work during the budget year as 
now programed will _— ide a firm supply of irrigation water to additional acreage 
along the Madera, Friant-Kern, and Delta-Mendota Canals. The program also 
provides for placing the American River hydrogenerating facilities in service. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 195: 


Program item 


(1) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Trinity division: 
Trinity Dam and Reservoir. _- 
Lewiston Dam and Reservoir... 
Tower House Diversion 
Lewiston tower-house tunnel_______- } 
‘Tower house, Matheson tunnel 
Trinity powerplant and switchyard _ 
Tower House powerplant and 

switchyard _ 
Matheson powerplant and switch- 
yard be 
General property 
Subtotal. _.____. 
Shasta division: 
Shasta Dam and Reservoir________- 
Keswick Dam and Reservoir______. 
Shasta powerplant and switchyard __ 
Keswick powerplant and switchyard 
Shasta, Tracy east side No. 3, 230- 
kilovolt. 
Shasta, Tracy west side No. 1 and 2 
230-kilovolt 


Sacramento canals division: 
Sacramento canals 
General 


American River division: 

Folsom Dam and Reservoir... ___- 

Sly Park Dam and conduits 

Nimbus fish protection facilities ___ | 

Folsom power 

Folsom transmission 230- | 
kilovolt 

General property. onl 


Central division: 

Water rights (Sacramento and San 

Tracy-Contra Costa- -Giayton— 
— and substation, 69-kilo- 

Preference customer metering facili- | 
_ 

‘Transmission lines, indefinite classi- 

Central Valley radio network....____ 

General property. 


‘Tracy division: 
7 recy Pumping plant and intake 
canal 


Contra Costa canal 
Delta Cross Channel 

Delta~Mendota Canal___ | 
Contra Costa distribution systems =e 
Plainview distribution system... ___- 
General property. 


1 Estimated cost to be transferred from Corps of Engineers to the Bureau of Reclamation. 


in the total estimated cost of the project. 


} 
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7, Central Valley project, 


Total to Program, Program, 
d | June 30, current | budget 
1953 year 1954 year 1955 compete 
(2) (3) (4) (5) | (6) 
$78, 204, = $210, 145 | $4, 000 | $45,000 | $77, 944, 855 
6, 297, 006 16, 110 | 2, 000 8,000 | 6, 270, 890 
1, 317, 000 3, 034 | 1,000 2, 000 1, 210, 966 
30, 014, 000 74, 828 3, 000 15,000 | 20,921,172 
30, 895, 000 | 76, 837 | 3, 000 7,000 | 30, 798, 163 
13, 685, 000 32, 643 4, 000 5,000 | 13, 643, 357 
9,949,000 | 24,085 3,000 2,000 | 9, 919, 915 
9, 234, 000 22, 318 2, 000 5,000 | 9, 204, 682 
2 123, 000 |- 2, 123, 000 
“181, 618.000 | 460,000 22, 000 99,000 | 181,037,000 
117, 350, 000 | 116, 407, 620 687, 400 202, 480 52, 500 
9, 239,000 | 8, 820, 354 32, 461 93, 400 | 292, 785 
22, 473, 500 | 22, 104,070 | 53, 478 229, 609 | 86, 343 
12, 497,000 | 11,326, 942 38, 478 39,361 | 1,092, 219 
6, 255, 000 | 6, 224, 780 | 4, 663 25, 557 
| | 
11,033, 500 | 10, 998, 693 | 1, 933 | 22, 533 | 10, 341 
4, 910, 000 | 4,796, 755 | 45, 75 | 50, 258 17, 212 
758, 000 |180, 679, 24 864, 188 637, a 576, 957 
| ——— = | = 
| 
56, 772, 000 g 1, 028, 930 | 610, 000 | 2,000,000 | 53, 133,070 
990, 000 | | 990, 000 
57, 762, 000 028, 930 | “610, 000. 2, 000, 000 54, 123, o70 
7,008,000 | 1,256,697 | 2,665,475 | 3,065, 828 20, 000 
1, 010, 000 100, 000 343, 000 | 567, 000 
40, 475, 000 | 13, 668,648 | 12,145,996 | 6, 983, 592 7, 676, 764 
$1,551,160 | $740,822 | $810,338 
13, 126 


288, 828 275, 702 


15, S69 ii 15, 734, 935 ‘$10, 392, 420 | 263, 764 


| | 
7,849,116 | 326,300 | 179, 706 | 
| 


855,000 | 764, 255 | a 89, 745 
470,000 | 147, 606 | 302, 554 

55, 781, 000 | 53, 169 | 3,000 | 1.000 | 55, 723, 831 
444, 000 | 300 | 6, 800 | 10, 000 | 69, 900 

2 19, 519 

66, 162, 755 E 9,. , 376, 680° 389, 811 190, 706 | 56, 205, 549 


16,800,000 | 16,653,927 | 106,073 
4, 500,000 | "563,689 | 279,881 | 208,907 | 3, 417,433 
7,100,000 | 6, 769,085 | 181, 000 | "149, 915 
2) 513,000 2, 257, 598 50, 000 90,000) 402 
46, 396, 300 | 45,346,705 | 430,080 | 150,000 | 449, 506 

$88,000 | 871,077 | 316,923 

750,000} 88,983 | 575, 340 
8,303,000 | 6, 480, 757 | 55, 000 55,000 | 1,712, 243 

45,437 | 206,589 | 3,385 | "635, 513 
88,095, 737 | 78, 938.360 | 1, 997,691 | 629,674 | 6, 530, 012 


Not included 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955, Central Valley project, 
California—Continued 


| | | 
Total to Program, | Program 
Program item tune 3 30, current budget’ 
year 1954 year 1955 t 
(1) @ | | (6) 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM—-continued | | 
| 
Friant division: | | 
Friant Dam and Reservoir. .........| 22, 100,000 | 21,900,811 78, 203 22, 389 98, 597 
Madera Canal... _.__.. nemeeogeat 3, 438,000 | 2, 971, 030 83, 942 103, 250 279, 778 
Friant-Kern Canal. _..._...-...-..- | 60, 596,000 | 58, 790, 193 495, 368 442, 260 68, 170 
Madera distribution 8,320,000 | 4,151,953 | 3, 548, 047 
General property ___._- Pe 1, 134, 800 | 964, 027 2, 891 141, 882 26, 000 
95, 588, 800 88,778,014 | 4,208,451 | 1,329, 731 1,972, 554 
Lindsay division: 
Friant-Kern distribution systems....| 41, 134, 600 | 19, 806,284 | 4, - 926 | 8, 965, 000 7, 510, 790 
General property 312, 000 144, 108 892 163, 000 
ome 446, 000 | 19, 950,302 | 4,856, 818 | 8 965, 00 673, 790 
Total cost, Cental Valley Project 764, 764, 280 |395, 153, 468 | 28, 683, 804 | 24, 244, 222 | 316, Hm, 696 
2,256,103 | —444,089 | —450, 264 | —1, 361.75 
Project investigations aa . anal 1, 000, 793 1, 589, 162 — 60, 298 | 20, 000 | | — 548, 071 
Operation and maintenance during | i | 
‘Transfers, credits, and “other expendi- | | 
tures = 528, —3,7 046 158, 304 ud 150, 000 | —5, 079, 500 
Total expenditures 807, 399, 073 835 | 27, 701, 811 | 309, 071, 928 
Unliquidated obligations 020, 825 |—8, 883, 867 | 


Total obligations _ 788, 577, 532 


Method of financing: 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 


Prior year balance 12, |. 


309, 072, 000° 


| 


? Includes $25,000 general investigations funds. 
3 Includes $100,000 general investigations funds. 


Estimate for operation and maintenance 
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA 


Total, fiscal year $3, 130, 229 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954. $3, 321, 868 


Allotment, fiscal year 1955_____- $4, 758, 800 


Work 1955 


(+) 


| 
| Program, | 
1955 (-) 
| from 1954 
MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES | 
Storage system: For the continued operation of Shasta and Friant Reservoirs $413, 900 +39, 585 
Primary pry For normal operation and maintenance of the pumping 
facilities at the Tracy pumping plant and the Contra Costa Canal pumps. 
Increase primarily due to cost of increased electrical energy requiremenis | | 
Carriage system: For normal operation and maintenance of Sacramento and | 
San Joaquin Rivers, Delta Cross Channel, Delta-Mendota Canal, Contra | 
Costa Canal system, and for water deliveries to utility districts in Shasta | 
Dam area. Increase due to additional operation and maintenance as a | 
' 


4 
4,660 (218,817,944 3, 000 309, O71, 928 


887 


Work proposed 1955—Continued 


| 
Increase (+) 
Program, or 
1955 decrease (—) 
from 1944 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Carriage system: For normal operation and maintenance of Madera and | 

Friaat-Kern Canals. Increase due ascend to decsmanindh maintenance of | 
Friant-Kern and Madera Canals_______- _ $607, 192 +$60, 52% 

Total, obligations, irrigation facilities... ___ 607, 192 | 


POWER FACILITIES | 


Electric generation: For normal operation of and maintenance of Shasta and 
Keswick powerplants. ______- 683, 686 | +15, 145 


Other production expense: For purchase of power to firm project power | 220, 000 | +220, 000 
Transmission and distribution expense: For the normal operation and main- | 
tenance of 758 line miles. Increase due primarily to cost of transmission 
of Bureau power over private utility lines. Wheeling, $1,550,000, up 
$1,125,000 over fiscal year 1954, and meter rental, 35,000, wel 25,000_- 1, 903, 522 +1, 146, 088 
Replacements and improvements. __. = ~- 104, 142 
‘Total obligations, power facilities. 2, 807, 208 +1, 277, 091 
— = 
Total obligations, all facilities. 4, 758, 800 +1, 436, 932 


Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955, 
Central Valley project, California 


| Program, | Program 
Program item | nang = current year | budget year 
| year 1953 1954 1958 
(1) (2) (3 | (4) 
MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES | | 
Operation and maintenance: | | 
| $418, 737 | $404, 315 $413, 900 
Primary pumping. 291, 194 299, 350 343, 200 
« 2 } Bal, 3 390 531, 417 587, 300 
Replacements and improvements. } 10, 000 4 
Total obligations, multipurpose 1, 245, 0 O82 | 1344, 400 


IRRICATION FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 541, 556 546, 669 
Replacements and improvements. 


Total obligations, irrigation 


607, 192 


POWER FACILITIES | 


Operation and maintenance: 
Electric 665, 667 541 683, 686 
Transmission expense 509, 404 757, 434. 1, 903, 522 
Replacements and improvements. _- MED ft 149, 051 | 104, 142 


Total obligations, 530, 


Total obligations, all facilities....._..___. 


Allocation: | 
} 1, 508, 525 | 1, 520, 284 | 1, 657, 906 
Sete 1, 329, 068 | 1, 542, 567 | 2, 828, 614 
Municipal and industrial 165, 403 | 159, 410 163, 368 

Method of financing: 

( 3, 304, 750 3, 321, 868 | 


| | 
‘ } 
7 
=| 

Uj 
| 
i) 
6 

1 

541, 556° 546,669 | 607, 192 
) 

a 2, 807, 208 
130, 229 | 4,758, 800 
5 
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Project statistics 


| Estimated 
Actua | 
Feature or item Unit fiseal year 1953 | ] 
|Fisea]l year 1954 Fiscal year 1955 
Irrigation system: | 
Irrigable acreage for service: | 
Irrigation serv'ce land, full. $9, 100 $12, 900 $17, 000. 
Irrigation service land, supple- | | 
586, 375 598, 310 632, 560 
Net area in cultivation (entire area)’ Acres! ___.._- 587, 915 | 598, 000 633, 000 
Gross crop value. -..........--- | Dollars !.....-. 152, 208, 532 149, 500, 000 158, 250, 000 
Average cross crop value per | 
cultivated acre...............|...--d0!....... 259 | 250 250 
Storage dams and reservoirs... | Number... 4 | 4 4 
Operating roads...................- | 385 | 385 385 
Power system: 
att- | 2,204,304, 705 | 2, 048, 000, 000 2, 368, 000, 000 
ours. 
Total power revenues............-- Dollars........ 8,825,170 658, 000 9, 017, 000 
Number-..... 2 | 2 
Kilowatts__.._, 454, 000 454, 000 629, 500 
Patrol roads_-__... | Miles... 10 | 
Unmaintained patrol do... 525 525 525 
Substation capacity..............-- | BVAS. cca] 703, 050 703, 050 1, 006, 550 


1 Figures on calendar-year basis. 
FOLSOM TRANSMISSION LINE 


Mr. Jensen. What was the final outcome of the restudy of the dis- 
position of the Folsom transmission line, Mr. McPhail? 

Mr. McPuam. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement which I would 
like to put in the record in that connection, and if I may, I would like 
to give you a brief resume of the situation. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


FousomM-ELVERTA TRANSMISSION LinE, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


The conference report for Interior appropriation bill for fiscal year 1954 con- 
tains the following statement on page 8 

“It is to be understood that this action by the conferees is not to preclude the 
completion of the study which the House directed the Secretary of the Interior 
to undertake to determine the savings in Federal funds and other advantages 
which could accrue to the project by transfer of the Folsom transmission line at 
full cost to the public utility serving the area and by integration and wheeling of 
Folsom and Nimbus power through the regional transmission system at no addi- 
tional cost to the United States under the power interchange and wheeling con- 
tracts executed after the line was authorized.” 

In accordance with the above instructions the Secretary made such a study and 
on November 20, 1953, by letter informed the Honorable Ben F. Jensen of the 
House Appropriations Committee that no savings or other benefits would accrue 
to the Government by the transfer of the line to the public utility, but rather that 
such a transfer would have a reduction in revenue of approximately $549,000 an- 
nually if such a transfer was made. 

Subsequent to this a conference between the Bureau officials and the Pacific 
Gas «& Electric Co. officials was held to discuss these findings and by letter of 
January 14, 1954, Mr. Black, president of the P. G. & E. Co. informed Hon. 
Ben F. Jensen that, quote: ‘Our proposal, therefore, was and is simply to add 
Folsom to the points of delivery provided for in the wheeling service and power 


interchange contracts. There would be no wheeling or other charge for, and no: 


adjustment for power losses in transmission from Folsom to Tracy. The Govern- 


| 
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ment would receive payment for power sold to the company at Folsom as though 
it had been delivered at Tracy.” This statement is not of present consequence, 
since the renegotiated contract with SMUD, which requires that power sold to 
them be delivered at Elverta, will take all the power from Folsom and Nimbus. 
There will be no Folsom power available for sale to the P. G. & E. at Folsom and 
it is not of advantage for the Bureau to wheel power from Folsom in order to have 
it redelivered to the Bureau’s system at Elverta. Therefore, on February 2, 
the Bureau advised the Secretary that the tabulation of direct savings to the 
Government of approximately $549,000 by its ownership and operation of the 
Folsom-Flverta line indicated in his letter of November 29, 1953, to Congressman 
Jensen is correct. 

Mr. McPuait. The comparative cost of operation by the Bureau 
of Reclamation, with ownership of the transmission line remaining 
with the Federal Government, indicates that there is a saving of 
approximately $549,000 per year by the Government retaining 
ownership. 

This line will deliver the entire output of Folsom and Nimbus at 
the Elverta substation, where, in turn, it can be delivered directly to 
the Sacramento Municipal District. No wheeling charges whatsoever 
will be involved in that type of operation. The line, with a total 
length of approximately 21 miles, reaches the area of Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District at a point about 5 miles only from the dam 
and continues in that area to its terminus at Elverta substation. It 
will provide direct delivery to the district and also will provide direct 
connection with other facilities of United States for integration of 
power from Shasta and Keswick. 

Mr. JENSEN. You contend there will be a saving by retention of the 
Folsom transmission facilities under Government control? 

Mr. McPuatt. Yes, sir, a very marked saving, and of large mag- 
nitude. 

PROPOSAL OF PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC CO. 


Mr. Jensen. I think in all fairness I should read into the record 
this letter from Mr. James B. Black, president of the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co., and let you comment on it. 

This letter was written to me under date of January 14, 1954, and 
states: 


This is in reply to your request of December 20, 1953, for our comments on the 
letter of Assistant Secretary of the Interior, Fred G. Aandahl, to you of November 
20, 1953, concerning transfer of the Folsom transmission line to this company. 


The reason I read this letter is because the substance of Mr. 
Aandahl’s letter does not square, in my opinion, with the informa- 
tion which was given this committee last year during the hearings 
regarding the transmission line, so I sent Mr. Aandahl’s letter to Mr. 
Black and asked for his comments. I thought that was the only 
proper thing to do. I am quoting from his reply: 


On January 7, we had a meeting with Mr. Aandahl’s representatives in Cali- 
fornia to discuss the economic effects of such transfer. They informed us that 
the saving of $640,000 in wheeling-service costs assumed in his letter was based 
on his understanding that we proposed to charge the Government one mill per 
kilowatt-hour for transmitting Folsom power to Tracy. We explained that he 
had misunderstood our offer. 

In 1947, when construction of Folsom Dam was being planned, we wrote to 
the Chief of Engineers offering to construct Folsom power generation and trans- 
mission facilities without cost to the Federal Government and to pay for the power 
use of Folsom water. 

In 1949, when legislation authorizing the Folsom project was under considera- 
tion by Congress, we submitted statements to the House and Senate Interior Com- 
mittees repeating our offer to construct the power facilities. 


| 
| 
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At the hearing before the Senate Appropriations Committee, June 1, 1951, we 
said ““‘When Folsom power comes in it will be as part of the Central Valley project 
supply. Under the wheeling-ervi ice contract project power may be delivered to 
us at Tracy switchyard and ‘at such other points of interconnection and voltages 

as the parties may agree upon.’ By agreement Folsom power can be delivered to 
us at the plant under the same conditions as at Tracy.’ 

Tn response to your query at the House committee hearing March 24, 1953, we 
said that, if Congress desired, we would be willing to take over the Government's 
Folsom transmission facilities at the market price and that “We would accept 
delivery from the Folsom and Nimbus plants, integrate them with our sy stem, 
and provide delivery under the terms of our wheeling and purchase contracts.’ 

Our proposal, therefore, was and ia simply to add Folsom to the points of delivery 
provided for in the wheeling-servi ice and power-interchange contracts. There 
would be no wheeling or other charge for, and no adjustment for power losses in 
transmission from Folsom to Tracy. The Government would receive payment 
for power sold to the company at Folsom as though it had been deliverea at Tracy. 

By transfer of the line to the company, the Government will recover its present 
outlay and save a total estimated capital investment of $1,683,000. The annua! 
financial advantage to the Government would be $252,354 as follows: 


Savings in amortization, operation, maintenance and replacement costs 


Savings in transmission line power losses (based on 4 percent loss on 640 
million kilowatt-hours at average price of 4.4 mills) _ ... 11%, 600 
Federal taxes resulting from company ownership (about 2.9 percent of 
capital cost of $1,683,000). ____- 48, 800 


In addition, the company would pay State and county taxes of approximately 
$34,000 a year. 

We appreciate the opportunity which you and Mr. Aandahl have given us to 
clarify this matter. We are sending copies of this letter to Mr. Aandahl and 
Mr. C. H. Spencer, the director of region 2 of the Bureau of Reclamation at 
Sacramento, Calif. 

Very truly yours, 
J. B. Brack, 
President, Pacific Gas & Electric. 

Mr. McPuHar. May I comment on that, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. JensEN. Yes. 

Mr. McPuat. I have seen the letter of Mr. Black. The error which 
I think is present in the letter is the assumption that the power would 
be sold to the P. G. & E. Under the existing wheeling contract with 
the P. G. & E., if the power is taken over from any of its facilities, then a 
wheeling charge is involved. All of the output at Folsom and Nimbus 
will be required to satisfy the requirements of the Sacramento Munici- 
pal Utility District. Therefore, the power will be sold to that district. 
If it were carried over the company’s system, under the contract we 
have, there certainly would be a wheeling charge involved. There 
might be an adjustment for losses, but again at Tracy, it would be 
necessary to pay a wheeling charge. We Fave taken all of that into 
consideration, and based on the best analysis we can make and in 
conformity with the contract re uirements, as contained in the 
contract with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., it appears clear that 
rather than a loss, the Federal Government will really gain $549,000 
per year. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say that Mr. Black has appeared before this 
committee many, many times, and has given us facts and figures 
which, up to this time, have not been disputed. I must say that this 
committee has found him always fair and exact in figures and facts 
he has given us. He states here: 

By agreement, Folsom power can be delivered to us at the plant under the same 
conditions as at Tracy. 
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And further on he says that there will be no wheeling charge. 

If I read that letter right, and I do not think he would have made 
the statement if wheeling charges were involved in this matter, that is 
what he means. 

Now, certainly, Mr. Commissioner, I do not want to contradict 
his figures or your figures. I do not want to contradict any figures, 
and I am not going to, but certainly this is a matter that can be 
resolved by a determination of the facts, by somebody getting the 
facts, putting them down, and sitting down with Mr. Black or his 
representatives. By that manner, certainly these things can be 
determined very easily. We ought to know just what the facts are 
and just how much saving will be involved. 


CONTRACT WITH SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 


Mr. Bupeér. Mr. Chairman, is not this the situation, that the letter 
from Mr. Black presupposes that the power will be sold to his com- 
pany, Whereas what you are talking about is the sale of the power to 
the Sacramento Utilities District with whom you already have a 
wheeling contract? 

Mr. McPuai. That is correct. 

Mr. Bunge. I| think that is where the difficulty arises. As | under- 
stand, the Bureau of Reclamation has a contract with the Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District wherein the power will go to the Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District, and I doubt from Mr. Black’s statement, 
that he is assuming that the power is going to the district, but is 
going to his company rather than to the other agency. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. BupGe. Just what effect that has on it, | do not know. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Chairman, | have gone into this matter 
quite thoroughly with Mr. Black and his representatives, with Mr. 
Aandahl and the Department of the Interior, and with the Sacra- 
mento Municipal District, and we have been able to convince the 
Department that our arrangement was the better of any that we have 
had, that we will actually make a saving, and we have gone ahead 
with the Sacramento Municipal Utility District on that basis. It is 
a preferred customer; it is going to build its own facilities, so that 
this committee would not have to appropriate money for transmission 
lines or other things that might be involved, and I think that Mr, 
Black’s proposal was on the basis that the Folsom-Elverta transmis- 
sion line would be a cost to the Government and they would take 
delivery there, and would still have to wheel power to Sacramento 
from Elverta. 

The new proposal is, I think, that the utility district will build its 
own facilities and take all the power at that point. 

Mr. JenseN. At this time, since you have approved the contract 
with the Sacramento Municipal Utility District, if the facilities were 
sold to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., it would be necessary to wheel 
the power of Folsom over Pacific Gas & Electric Co. lines to Sacra- 
mento? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir; to Elverta. 

Mr. Jensen. To Elverta? 

Mr. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Jensen. I think perhaps we should have the Solicitor up here 
to see what has actually gone on. Here, gentlemen, is our position: 
It is the duty and responsibility of this committee to see to it that the 
best deal is made for the taxpayers of America. That is what we are 
interested in. We want to be completely assured that the taxpayer's 
money is not being spent needlessly, and that we get the best deal 

ossible for this power within good business practices. We are not 

ere to fight pss ci battle but the taxpayers’ battle. Of course, 
we want to see good service and there is an obligation here tofurnish 
power, under the law, to preferred customers; we want to live up to 
that law, and we intend to do so. 

If there is a preferred customer who can get the power, then that 
customer is entitled to it, and yet if this committee can be instrumental! 
in making a saving of the taxpayers’ money, it is our responsibility to 
do that. If we did not, then we would be criticized and justly so. 
So we want to be completely sure that the law is lived up to, and also 
that the taxpayers are receiving proper treatment by this committee. 

Mr. McPuaiu. Mr. Chairman, I would like to assure you that we 
have approached this whole problem from the same angle. We are 
endeavoring to get the maximum revenue for the Federal Government 
out of the Central Valley project. We feel that the contract that has 
been worked out with the Sacremento Municipal Utility District and 
the retention of ownership of this transmission line in the United 
States, does result in very marked advantages, perhaps as much as 
$75 million if continued through the repayment period. 

I think in order to complete the record, Mr. Chairman, there should 
be inserted in it Mr. Aandahl’s letter to you, so that it will be all in 
one place. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., November 20, 1958. 

My Dear Mr. Jensen: In accordance with the request on page 8 of the confer- 
ence report on H. R. 4828 for appropriations for the Department of the Interior 
for fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, and for other purposes, a study of the Folsom 
transmission facilities has been made. This study was to determine ‘the savings 
in Federal funds and other advantages which could accrue to the project by 
transfer of the Folsom transmission line at full cost to the public utility serving 
the area, and by the integration and wheeling of Folsom and Nimbus power 
through the regional transmission system at no additional cost to the United 
States under the P Sher interchange and wheeling contracts executed after the 
line was authorized.” 

Our study shows that no savings will result to the Federal Government by the 
transfer of the Folsom transmission line to the private utility, but rather that the 
contrary will be true. The study shows that the Federal Government will have 
a reduction in revenue of approximately $549,000 annually if the Folsom trans- 
mission line is disposed of to the utility. The construction of this transmission 
line by the Federal Government gives advantageous control over the integration 
of power from the Folsom and Nimbus powerplants with Shasta and Keswick 
powerplants, 

Comparative costs of integrating the estimated deliverable energy of 640 
million kilowatt-hours from the Folsom and Nimbus powerplants with the existing 
Central Valley transmission grid are as follows: 
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(a) Annual wheeling costs under existing contract with Pacific Gas & 

Electric Co. at 1 mill per kilowatt-hour—640,000,000 < $0.001__ $640, 000 
(b) Annual cost to the Federal Government for construction, opera- 

tion, and maintenance of the Folsom transmission line: 


Amortization of cost—$1,683,000 at 3 percent (50 years)...._ 65, 411 
Operation and maintenance of terminal facilities___.....___- 1, 
Operation and maintenance of line (20 miles, at $275 per mile) - 5, 500 
Reserve for replacement— ($1,683,000 X 0.011315) 19, 043 
Savings to the Government if it constructs, owns, and operates 


In view of the above, it is determined that the Government is financially justi- 
fied and should proceed with the construction and operation of these transmission 
yours, 

Frep G. AANDARL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Jensen. If Pacific Gas & Electric Co. is willing to shoulder the 
problem on this matter that would cost them money, I would not 
hesitate, if they want to do that. Iam not going to ask them to do it, 
but if they agree to do it, and it is good practice, then I am sure that 
it could be done. I am sure they would adhere to good practice, to 
do what they feel is right and proper. I am willing for them to do 
what they say they are willing to do, and certainly it should be their 
privilege to do it. 

Now, under the terms of the Sacramento contract, there was some 
objection to the contract from the water users of Central Valley. I 
remember receiving a number of letters which were to the effect that 
the contract with the city of Sacramento meant that the water users 
would be paying a greater amount of the cost of the completed Central 
Valley project. They would be required to pay more than their 
share if Sacramento did take all of this power at a certain rate, a rate 
which they contend is below the actual cost of the power, a rate so 
low that the water users would be required to make up the difference. 
What is your answer to that, Mr. McPhail? 

Mr. McPuatt. I might say, Mr. Chairman, it would have no effect 
whatsoever on the payments made by the water users. The contract 
with the water users requires payment that is not related directly to 
the revenue that comes from power, so it would have no effect. The 
rates which are in the contract with the Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District are the same rates as power is sold for to all others, 
including the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

Mr. JENSEN. You say the rates to Sacramento are the same as the 
rate which is paid by the Pacific Gas & Electric Co.? 

Mr. McPuar. That is right. And I might say that the Depart- 
ment renegotiated the original contract with Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District, which is the one dated December 11, 1952, and did, 
in my opinion, get some marked advantages to the United States in 
that renegotiation. It did not change the rate level, with minor 
exceptions principally through the district deciding to build its own 
facilities; but the rates remained the same. 

We consider that the payout of the project is ygpll demonstrated and 
that the rates are sufficient for all of the requirements. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to add that the 
irrigators, the share allocated to the irrigators and the power revenue 
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allocated to the project, are such as to have no effect at all on the 
overall payout of the Central Valley project, as far as the water users 
are concerned—it is not affected by the terms of these sales of power. 

Mr. Jensen. Why? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We think this is decidedly to the advantage of the 
poy of the Central Valley project, and, therefore, the return of the 

nited States investment is best worked out under this contract. 

I might add that the solicitor planned to appear before the commit- 
tee to answer the question that was raised concerning the legality of 
some of the provisions of the contract, and will be here at such time as 
the committee wishes. 

Mr. Jensen. I think that would be well. 

Mr. Bupae. Mr. Dexheimer, there is a contract now which was 
signed by the Sacramento Municipal Utility District within the last 
few weeks? 

Mr. DexHEIMER. Yes, sir. 


PURCHASE OF FIRMING POWER 


Mr. Jensen. On page 216 you show $220,000 for purchase of 
firming power. Why hasn’t this power purchase shown up before 
now? 

Mr. Spencer. The firming is for more sales to this SMUD contract. 
That is the Sacramento Municipal Utility District, and in addition, 
the defense contracts in Mare Island and Ames Laboratory. 

Mr. Jensen. It has proved necessary to have this fund in order to 
purchase power? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. From whom? . 

Mr. Spencer. From Pacific Gas & Electric. 


TRINITY DIVISION 


Mr. Jensen. Are you planning to get legislative authority for the 
Trinity division? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Why do you need construction funds now, in addition 
to the investigation funds which are “ti ere 

Mr. Spencer. It is for advanced planning. It is all to be used on 
planning. 

TRACY FISH FACILITIES 


Mr. Jensen. How do you justify the Tracy plant fish facilities? 

Mr. Spencer. Mr. Chairman, that has a long history. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I have a statement from the Fish and Wildlife 
Service to justify that, and I would like to put it in the record. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE Fish AND WILDLIFE SERVICE REGARDING FisH PROTECTION 
IN THE Dev_taA-MEeNboTA CANAL, CENTRAL VALLEY PRoJEcT, CALIFORNIA 


The Delta-Mendota CQnal will draw approximately 5,000 cubic feet per second 
of water from the combined flows of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers in 
the Delta area at the head of San Francisco Bay. After entering the canal the 
water is raised by pumps about 200 feet and then proceeds southward about 120 
miles to be used for irrigation. During periods of low flow in the rivers, and when 
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the canal is operated at capacity, the Delta-Mendota pumps will take all of the 
flow of the San Joaquin River and may draw one-half of the Sacramento River 
through the Delta and into the canal. Under certain water conditions and ca- 
pacity operation, water may be drawn toward the canal from 20 miles downstream. 

The Delta with its maze of channels is the most important spawning and rearin 
area for striped bass and shad on the Pacific coast. Toune king salmon are ant 
in great numbers in the waters of the Delta where they loiter and grow or. the way 
to the ocean. Intensive studies undertaken by the Fish and Wildlife Service and 
the California Division of Fish and Game starting in 1946, indicated that ‘‘the 
i evidence is conclusive that in order to protect and maintain populations of king 
salmon, striped bass, and shad, positive means for preventing their passage through 
the pumps (Delta-Mendota) must be adopted.” 

The three species—salmon, striped bass, and shad—are anadromous, that is, 
i they spawn in fresh water but spend most of their lives in the ocean. The young 
i fish descend the rivers to the sea, carried by and following the major flows of water. 
Thus, any diversion of water would attract numbers of young downstream- 
migrating fish. The Delta- Mendota Canal, operating at full capacity during low 
stream flows, would be as great an attraction to these young fish as would the 
combined river flows to the ocean. Entrance of the fish into the canal would 
result in the loss of large percentages of the young migrating fish, and the com- 
mercial and sport fisheries would be seriously damaged. 

The fishes spawned in and upstream from the Delta area maintain fisheries of 
considerable economic importance to California, and contribute to the offshore 
catches of Oregon and Washington. The combined sport and commercial 
fisheries attributable to spawning in the Central Valley waters have an annual 
value of about $10 million. 

There is precedent for the screening of the Delta-Mendota Canal to protect 
the fisheries resource. On a number of Federal water-use projects, particularly 
in Washington, Oregon, and Idaho, screens are installed to exclude salmon and 
trout from irrigation canals. Furthermore, in California and the above-named 
States, laws require the installation of devices to protect fishery resources. Fed- 
eral law authorizes the Fish and Wildlife Service ‘“‘* * * to study, investigate, 
and determine the best means and methods of preventing the destruction of fish 
occasioned by ditches, canals, and other works constructed or maintained by the 
United States * * *” (S. 3437, Public, No. 338, May 1, 1928). The Coordination 
Act (Public, No. 732, August 14, 1946), requires that Federal agencies consider 
and determine measures necessary to preserve the fishery resources when con- 
structing water-use projects, and provides that such devices shall be installed and 
maintained as project costs. 

The Congress has clearly indicated its desire to preserve existing resources when 
Federal projects are undertaken to utilize water resources to the best advantage. 
The installation of fish sereens in the Delta-Mendota Canal is necessary for the 
preservation of the fishery resource at its present level. Failure to protect the 
young salmon, striped bass, shad, and other species will result in a major reduc- 
tion of populations of adults of these species. 


NIMBUS FISH FACILITIES 


Mr. JenseN. You refer to the continuation of Nimbus fish facilities" 
You haven’t started anything yet on that project, have you? 
Mr. Dexuermer. Not on the fish facilities; no, sir. 
Mr. JENSEN. Why is the hatchery necessary? 
Mr. Dexuetmer. I also have a statement from the Fish and Wild- 
life Service regarding Nimbus which I would like to put in the record. 
Mr. JENSEN. Yes, it will be inserted. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY THE FisH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE IN SupporRT OF AN ESTIMATE 
BY THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION FOR FisH PRoTEcTIVE FAcILitiEs AT NIMBUS 
Dam, AMERICAN River, CALIF. 


The American River in the reach affected by Nimbus Dam supports a salmon 
fishery of significant value to the fishing industry not only of California, but of 
the entire Pacific coast. American River salmon also are important in the sport 
fishery of California. Nearly three-quarters of the present salmon population 
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in the American River utilizes, as spawning grounds, the reach of the river which 
will be inundated by the pool behind Nimbus Dam. 

The anadromous fishery resource of the American River depends almost wholly 
upon the salmon which spawn below the site of the so-called old Folsom Dam, 
which cut off upper parts of the watershed from the time of its construction in 
1895. This site is about 29 miles above the mouth of the river near Sacramento 
and somewhat more than 6 miles upstream from Nimbus. 

The Federal Government is charged by the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080) 
with the preservation and conservation of fish and wildlife resources in connection 
with construction of Federal dams or federally licensed dams. Incorporation of 
funds for facilities to prevent damage to fish and wildlife resources in project 
costs is authorized 4 directed by the act of August 14, 1946. Furthermore, 
California law requires that provision be made for fish conservation in connection 
with construction and operation of dams on streams within that State. 

After considerable study of the problem, the Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
California Department of Fish and Game, which also has responsibilities under 
the 1946 act, have jointly concluded that construction of a hatchery near the dam 
will be necessary to save the American River fishery resource. It is proposed 
initially to construct a hatchery with a capacity of 30 million eggs at an estimated 
cost of $870,000. It is hoped that natural spawning will increase in the reach of 
the American River below Nimbus as a result of cool-water releases from Folsom 
Reservoir, now under construction by the Corps of Engineers near the head of the 
Nimbus Pool. However, if these spawning increases do not occur, it will be neces- 
sary to enlarge the capacity of the hatchery by 20 million eggs in order to com- 
pensate fully for the fish production to be destroyed by Nimbus. The additional 
cost of the enlargement, if and when required, is estimated at $140,000. This 
accounts for the total estimate of $1,010,000, 

One point with respect to Federal expenditure for this hatchery deserves 
emphasis. It is that the State and local people will get no benefits whatsoever 
from the proposed hatchery as compared to the natural conditions which prevail 
prior to closure of the Nimbus Dam. So far as the fishery interests are con- 
cerned, they would have preferred that the fish-spawning grounds in the Nimbus 
Pool area be left undisturbed in nature. The construction of the hatchery is 
in a category similar to relocation of highways or other properties which might 
be destroyed by construction of a Federal project. Such relocations of facilities 
are, of course, common and accepted practice in stream-control developments, 
whether by the Federal Government or by others. 

There is sound economic justification for the construction of the Nimbus 
hatchery. The value of the fish which are produced in the area to be inundated 
by the Nimbus Pool has been estimated at about $275,000 per year. The 
capitalized value of this-fishery is estimated at $10 million. 

It is the joint view of the Bureau of Reclamation, the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
and the California Department of Fish and Game that the hatchery should be 
operated by the State from Reclamation funds transferred for that purpose. 

The principle of building hatcheries from project funds to maintain fishery 
resources threatened by dams has been accepted in many previous cases, includ- 
ing the Columbia Basin project in Washington and the Shasta Dam in California. 
. In view of the facts pointed out above, we feel that the construction of a salmon 
hatchery at Nimbus Dam to mitigate fishery losses which will be caused by the 
project is thoroughly justified. It is solely and simply a measure to preserve 
existing fishery values and will provide no extra local benefits. 


EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS FoR FisH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION, CONFLICT 
IN Views ON NONREIMBURSABLE Cost ALLOCATION FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE 


Publie Law 732, 79th Congress (60 Stat. 1080) authorizes the expenditure of 
funds for fish and wildlife conservation in connection with reclamation projects. 
This act also provides that project costs may properly be allocated on a nonreim- 
bursable basis to fish and wildlife by the Secretary and, in a memorandum of 
November 20, 1953, to the Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, Assistant 
Secretary Aandahl directed that— 

“* * * costs incurred for prevention of damage to and for development and 
enhancement of fish and wildlife on reclamation projects are to be allocated to 
fish and wildlife and be considered nonreimbursable.”’ 
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FLOODING OF FOLSOM POWERPLANT 


Mr. Jensen. Who is going to pay for the damage due to the flood- 
ing of Folsom powerplant, or is anyone going to pay it? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. That is the responsibility of the construction con- 
tractor. They have a suit between that contractor and the con- 
tractor for Folsom Dam, as to liability for that damage, but our 
position is, the Government is not responsible. 

Mr. JenseN. That is between two contractors, the Army engineers’ 
contractor who is building Folsom Dam, and the contractor who is 
building the power facilities? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. So, regardless of how the claim is settled, the Federal 
Government has no responsibility in it? The Federal Government is 
not a party to the damage? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is correct, except as we have already worked 
out a change-order, with our construction contractor, to provide the 
retaining wall and the dike that he built, to keep the waters out of 
there when the Corps of Engineers’ contractor overexcavated the 
river channel. 

Mr. Jensen. Was that the fault of the specifications? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We think not. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that going to cost the Federal Government any- 
thing? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. There is some additional cost, I believe, included 
in that change order to provide that protection, but that wall becomes 
a part of the completed power facilities and the afterbay. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Jensen. Are you scheduling $1,344,400 for replacement and 
improvements under ‘Operations and maintenance”’ for this project? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir, that is programed for operation and 
maintenance for 1955. 

Mr. Jensen. Is any part of that due to the flooding of the facilities? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. There is nothing for replacement in that item, 
no. It is not for that flooding. 

Mr. Jensen. Flooding, then, has nothing to do with your request 
for this item? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. How can that item be so high, since the project is 
just under construction? How could operation and maintenance be 
that high? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That item is broken down on page 215. The 
explanation of that does not include the Folsom facilities. 

Mr. Junsen. Oh, I see. It is the overall facilities? 

Mr. DexuerMer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That is the storage system, $413,900, the primary 
pumping, $343,200, and the carriage system, $587,300. That makes 
a total of $1,344,400. 

Can you furnish more details for the record? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

(The material referred to follows:) 
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Details on Central Valley project operation and maintenance requested by the committee 


Storage system: Obligations 
Friant Dam 165, 400 

Primary pumping: at oat 

Carriage system: 
Delta Cross 19, 000 

Total obligations. 1,344, 400 


CANAL~BUILDING PROGRAM 


Mr. Jensen. Now, how is your canal-building program progressing, 
in the San Joaquin? 

Mr. Sprencer. Very good, limiting it to the San Joaquin. 

os Jensen. How much are you asking for the building of the 
cana 

Mr. Spencer. We are asking for $105,250 for the Madera Canal; 
$432,260 for the Friant-Kern; $602,000 for the Madera distribution 
system. At Lindsay, which is all Friant-Kern distribution system, 
$8,965,000. 

Mr. JENSEN. $8, 965,000 for the Lindsay Division? 

Mr. SPENCER. Yes, that is the Friant-Kern distribution system. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that just for building canals? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Those are distribution systems; pipelines. 

Mr. JENSEN. How much more money will it take to complete that 
pipeline system? 

Mr. Dexuermmer. That will depend to some extent on the number 
of irrigation districts that want distribution systems built. 

Mr. JENSEN. I mean, those that have already qualified? 

Mr. DexHEIMER. Approximately $7,400,000. 

Mr. Spencer. That was for the Lindsay Division, alone. We have 
the Sacramento canals we are asking $2 million for, in addition to the 
figures we just gave you. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Chairman, on page 211, those figures are 
given for 1955, and the balance to complete. Pages 210 and 211. 

Mr. JENSEN. The balance to complete the entire project. You 
give the figures, there, on those pages? 

Mr. DexHEIMER. Yes, sir. 


SACRAMENTO VALLEY CANAL UNIT 


Mr. Jensen. In regard to the Sacramento Valley Canal unit, how 
far along are actual plans? 
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Mr. Spencer. Designs and specifications for the diversion dam are 
scheduled for completion by April 1, 1954. The Corning Canal 
specifications can be completed by July 1, 1954. 

Mr. JENSEN. Is there unanimity between the State engineer and 
Reclamation on the method? 

Mr. Spencer. Considerable discussion has taken place with the 
State engineer of California and the differences in plan for the Sacra- 
mento Canal have been resolved. It is our understanding there is 
now no objection to the Bureau plan by the State engineer. 

Mr. Jensen. Would a series of pumping plants be more economical 
and satisfactory? 

Mr. Spencer. A financial analysis has been made of the alternative 
pumping plants as compared to the gravity system. We find that the 
capital cost of the pumping plant is less than the capital cost of the 
gravity system. Based on 5-mill power for pumping, the total costs 
of the pumping plant during the payout period approximately equals 
the total cost of the gravity system during the same period. The 
annual cost of the pumping plant following the payout period is much 
higher than the gravity system, thus favoring the use of the gravity 
system. 

Mr. JensEN. What is the character of the land to be irrigated? 
Is it now farmed? Dry land farming? 

Mr. Spencer. The actual project service area of the Sacramento 
Canals unit comprises 205,400 net irrigable acres. All but 4,000 acres 
of the area is dry farmed. The 4,000 acres now irrigated in the El 
Camino area is expected to abandon the use of wells and obtain water 
from the Corning Canal. 

Mr. JENSEN. What is the expected water supply? Is there suffi- 
cient water for the San Joaquin area, the present diversion or use 
from the Sacramento River or the proposed new area to be served by 
this unit? 

Mr. Spencer. While a water supply for the Sacramento Canals 
unit would be available from the existing works of the Central Valley 
project prior to full development of the service area contemplated 
when Shasta Reservoir was being designed, additional storage would 
have to be developed to take care of the ultimate needs of the enlarged 
project. The Trinity River development was one of those specifically 
mentioned as a source of additional water supply. It is not intended 
to identify the Trinity River or any other new source of water physi- 
cally with the new service area under the Sacramento Valley canals 
but to make it entirely clear that existing commitments with respect 
to delivery of water from Shasta Dam and related works do not permit 
taking on a commitment in the Sacramento Valley canals without 
having other water source in sight. The question of water supply 
must be settled within reasonable limits of accuracy and to a reason- 
able degree of probability not later than the time the first contracts 
for the delivery of water to the Sacramento Valley canals area are 
negotiated and executed. It was for this reason that authorization 
of the Trinity River diversion was a necessary concomitant of the 
finding of feasibility with respect to the Sacramento Valley Canals 
unit which the act authorizing that unit required be made. 

Mr. Jensen. Have any irrigation districts been formed for this 
unit? 
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Mr. Spencer. No irrigation districts have been formed for the 
Sacramento Canals unit as yet. However, three districts are in the 
process of formation. In the southern part of the Tehama-Colusa 
Canal area rather active work has been carried on. Individuals 
interested in the formation of districts have circulated petitions within 
the past months. Revised petitions are being circulated at the present 
time in the area encompassing, approximately 15,000 acres in the 
north and 20,000 acres in the south. The northern district is to be 
,~ California Water District and the southern area a county water 

istrict. 

The entire service area of the Corning Canal, excluding E] Camino 
Irrigation District is being petitioned into a California Water District. 
However, there are some problems in the area which may result in 
the need for two districts. 

Mr. Jensen. How long will it take to form such districts and enter 
into payment contracts? 

Mr. Spencer. Once the circulation of petitions is completed, 
county supervisors will set a hearing on the formation of the district 
at which time petitions for inclusion and exclusion will be heard and a 
date set for an election to complete the district’s formation and to 
elect officers. Assuming petitions are completed next month 
and presented to the supervisors, the hearing and the election would 
probably require until at least July 1, 1954. If there are any techni- 
calities in the petitions or any controversy of the areas to be included 
this period can take much longer. 

If a contract form is ready at that time, the minimum period between 
the district’s approval and contract execution is about 7 months and 
a more likely period is from 10 to 12 months. It is anticipated that 
it will require until July 1, 1957, to complete all of the work on all of 
the districts in the service area. 

Mr. Jensen. Is it not a fact that the Bureau is not ready to go 
ahead at this time? Is it not a fact that the problems to be solved 
and complete design plans and repayment contracts are 2 or 3 years 
away? 

r. Spencer. Funds are not requested to start all features im- 
mediately. As stated in answer to the first question, plans and 
specifications will be completed in time to start construction on the 
diversion dam and the Corning Canal in a few months. Work on 
these features and engineering studies and designs will require all 
funds requested for fiscal year 1955. The repayment contract situa- 
tions are covered in detail in the preceding question. 


INCREASE IN WHEELING CHARGES 


My. Bupesr. Why did the wheeling charges go up $1,125,000 this 
year 

Mr. Spencer. Previous to this year, the bulk of the energy gen- 
erated by the Bureau has been sold direct to the P. G. & E. We 
don’t pay wheeling charges on that, but beginning July 1, 1954, we 
are selling to the Sacramento Municipal Utility District a big block 
of power, and we will have to pay wheeling charges on that. 

Mr. Buner. I thought that is what this other proposal was to get 
away from? 

Mr. Spencer. Until such time as Folsom comes in, and Sacramento 


Municipal Utility District has completed construction of facilities for 
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direct services, probably in 1957 it will have to be power from Shasta 
and Keswick. 

Mr. Bupee. This is an interim arrangement until this other con- 
tract takes place, if it ever does? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 


POWER SYSTEM 


Mr. Bungee. I note on page 219 that the number of powerplants 
increases to 4 as compared to 2 in fiscal 1954. What does that 
indicate? 

Mr. Spencer. That indicates Folsom and Nimbus. 

Mr. Buper. What are the 27 miles of additional transmission 
lines shown in the same page? 

Mr. Spencer. It represents the Folsom to Elverta line. 

Mr. Bupas. Then the idea is to have Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District take it from Elverta to Sacramento? 

Mr. SPENCER. Yes; as soon as they get their transmission line from 
Elverta to their own sy stem complete. 

Mr. Bunce. Couldn't they also have built this 27 miles, if they are 
going to build the other one? 

Mr. Spencer. Possibly so, but we had already had construction 
underway on that Folsom-Elverta line. 


SHASTA DIVISION 


Mr. Krrwan. How is the water in Shasta Dam? 

Mr. Spencer. We had a good holdover this year and about 2 weeks 
ago it was necessary to turn loose water not going through the turbine, 
in order to make room for flood space. 

Mr. Kirwan. The catch of water looks very good for next year or 
this year? 

Mr. Spencer. It is very good for this year. 

Mr. Krrwan. How far down the map are you on the distributing 
of water? 

Mr. Spencer. Down to nearly Bakersfield. 

Mr. Kirwan. Nearly down to Bakersfield? 

Mr. Spencer. Almost. We are bringing it down to Poso Creek, 
now. We are negotiating with districts in this area here, in the 
Bakersfield area. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Our large distribution system now is the Delano 
Earlimart. 

Mr. Ktrwan. Do people out there seem satisfied with the water 
and the arrangements? 

Mr. Spencer. The water users told the investigating committee 
from the State legislature, who had an open hearing in Visalia, that 
they were very well satisfied with the Bureau’s operations now. 
Twenty-six of twenty-seven districts said they preferred the Bureau 
of Reclamation. 

Mr. Dexuimer. I might add that I have had several meetings with 
representatives of the water users in that area, and they have expressed 
entire satisfaction with our operations. We have only had one dif- 
ficulty, and that is with some of the pipeline leakage, which we are 
correcting, but there is no difficulty as far as the water users and 
their satisfaction with our general picture is concerned. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is very good as a report. 


| 

| 
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SOLANO PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. Now, we will take up the Solano project. Insert 
pages 220 through 224 of the justifications into the record. 
he material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 
AUTHORIZATION 


Authorized by the Secretary of the Interior, on November 11, 1948, by approval 
of a project feasibility report (H. Doe. 65, 81st Cong.) under provisions of section 
9 (a) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. 


LOCATION 


Located largely in Solano County, Calif., which county adjoins the northeast 
extremity of San Francisco Bay. A part of the Monticello Reservoir area extends 
northwest into Napa County, Calif. 


DESCRIPTION 


The project aig eas for a storage reservoir of approximately 1,600,000 acre-feet 
to be created by the construction of a concrete arch dam with a crest length of 
1,017 feet and 276 feet high, located on Putah Creek below Monticello; a small 
concrete and earth fill diversion dam downstream; a 38-mile main canal with a 
small terminal reservoir, and the necessary wasteways, laterals, and drainage 
works to serve an area of 96,068 acres of land. 


STATUS 


As of June 30, 1953, preliminary survey work and the gathering of design data 
on the dam and on the canal was in progress. Design data on 7 miles of the 
canal was completed. Specifications had been issued for both dam construction 
and highway detour. e prime contract for Monticello Dam and Reservoir 
has been awarded and construction activities will be well under way by the close 
of fiscal year 1954. 

REPAYMENT 


Status of repayment contract negotiations 

The Solano County Flood Control and Water Conservation District was 
established by special act in 1951 by the California Legislature, and is in the 
nature of a master type of conservancy district with authority to contract with 
the United States, and, in turn, with irrigation districts and municipalities to be 
furnished water from the Solano project. In many respects, the Solano project- 
wide district is similar to the Santa Barbara County Water Agency which was 
also specifically established by California law to serve as the master district 
contracting agency for the Cachuma project. 

The proposed 40-year water service contract, approved as to form by Assistant 
Secretary Aandahl on June 26, 1953, is scheduled for execution by the end of 
fiscal year 1954. According to the terms of the contract, the master district 
agrees to take the full water supply of the project, and to contract with irrigation 
and municipal organizations for delivery of project water. Water rates are $15 
per acre-foot for municipal and industrial water and $2,65 for irrigation water 
service. These water rates are calculated to return the full reimbursable cost 
of water supply works of the Solano project, plus interest at 2.6 percent on 
municipal water cost, in the 50-year period contemplated in the authorizing 
document. 

A separate repayment contract will be required with the Solano Irrigation 
District if irrigation distribution system and drainage works are constructed by 
the Government. Project cost estimates include approximately $15 million for 
the distribution system and related drainage system. 
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Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 


Water users___- -- .. $34, 834, 700 

Repayment costs per acre 

Federal investment per $451. 00 


Annual water user charges: 
Distribution systems: 
Construction_____- pase to 4. 31 


Operation and maintenance. 42 


Payment capacity per acre, $44. 


HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

Initial date: 

Planning, 1941. 

Advanced planning, 1949. 

Construction, 1954. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1959. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment ‘of appropriations for construction, 

fiscal year 1953, $3,000,000. 
Costs 

Original estimated $45, 577, 000 


Allocation of cost: 
Isrigation.._ 


Flood control 


Domestic and industrial water See ome 5, 048, 000 


Alloeation of cost: 


Municipal and industrial water___-____________- ; 2, 653, 000 


The total estimated cost of the project has been increased from $43,109,000 to 
$47,111,000 (anticipated total obligations $46,522,224). The change is primarily 
due to the inclusion of more acreage to receive project services. 


Schedule 


Through fiscal year 


—————| Ultimate 
1953 1954 1055 | 
(acres) : | 
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Estimate for construction and rehabilitation 
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA 
Estimated total obligations 
Total obligations to June 30, 1953 


Prior year balance available 
Balance available in subsequent years 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 


Allotment, fiscal year 1955 8, 000, 000 
Prior year balance available 40, 000 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955 8, 040, 000 
Balance to complete 35, 673, 609 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1955 


The program for fiscal year 1955 provides for continuation of construction on 
the dam which is scheduled to reach 35 percent of completion by the end of the 
year. The fiscal year 1955 program also provides for the issuance of specifica- 
tions for construction of the Putah diversion dam and the Putah South Canal. 
The relocation of private utility transmission lines will be undertaken and the 
relocation of State and county highways will be continued. Clearing of the 
reservoir area will be started and land and landrights will be purchased. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Monticello Dam is under full construction by contracts now in force. Funds 
are essential to meet contractors’ earnings and for related materials, supplies, 
supervision, and engineering. Funds are also needed for purchase of land and 
landrights, for surveys and design work on the irrigation facilities, and for the 
acquisition of service facilities. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1953 and 1954, 
Solano project, California 


Total to Program Program 
June 30, current budget 
1953 year 1954 | year 1955 


(1) (4) (5) 


Estimated 
total 


Construction program: 
Monticello Dam and Reservoir $1, 811, 407 
Putah diversion dam 630, 000 b 13, 000 
Putah So 35: 
Distribution system 
Drainage system 


Project investigations 
Transfers, credits, and other expendi- 
tures 


Total expenditures 
Unliquidated obligations 


Total obligations 
Method of financing: 
Prior year balance available 
Balance available in subsequent years - 
Allotments required 


Mr. JensEN. You are asking for $8 million. 
What is the situation regarding California’s inclination to take over 
the Central Valley project, and also, what is California’s position re- 


...-. $46, 522, 224 
708, 615 
3,100,000 
Balance 
Program item | to com- 
— plete 
(6) 
$6, 879, 100 | $12, 473, 583 
88, 000 493, 335 
1, 003, 000 7, 638, 668 
10,000 | 12, 691, 000 
2, 463, 000 
111,608 | 2,910,390.) 9.267, 986 7,980,100 | 35,759, 586 
Service facilities. 10, 694 5, 000 32, 000 —47, 694 
-| —588,776 | —542, 601 
ee 46, 522, 224 681,423 | 2,127,192 | 8,040,000 | 35, 673, 609 
46, 522, 224 708,615 | 2,100,000} 8,040,000 | 35, 673, 609 
40, 000 |.....------- 
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garding the Solano project? Some groups in California have inti- 
mated that they could properly take over this project. 

Mr. Srencer. Mr. Chairman, so far as I know, there has not been 
any indication that they were including Solano as part of the CVP, the 
Central Valley project. 

Mr. JeNsEN. We have been informed that the Napa County resi- 
dents who at one time resisted the building of this project have now 
changed their opinion. Has their opposition subsided? 

Mr. Spencer. I[ would not say they are entirely happy over it being 
built, but I think we have cut down a little bit on the opposition. You 
see, the Monticello Dam and Reservoir are in Napa County, and the 
irrigation benefits are in Solano County, and the opposition was mostly 
based on the fact that we were submering taxable lands in Napa 
County and they were not going to get the benefit of the water. 

Mr. Jensen. Approximately 10 percent of the water to be im- 
pounded by the dam will be sold for municipal use at $15 per acre. 
It is anticipated that the revenue of this water will pay 46 percent of 
the total cost to be reimbursed. Is that right? 

Mr. Spencer. Our present repayment analysis indicates that ap- 
proximately 25 percent of reimbursable costs will be paid from sale of 
municipal water. It is still necessary for the Solano County water 
district to get firm commitments for several of these municipal entities 
to give us an accurate count of just how much will be paid by them. 

Mr. Jensen. Total estimated cost of the project is $47 million, I 
believe. 

Mr. SpeNcER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. The State of California is constructing, from State 
funds, the Feather River project, which I believe will cost $1.5 
billion. It would seem that the State of California, if willing to 
shoulder the load and construct that project, could construct other 
projects which do not cost as much as the Feather River project. 
The Solano project only costs $47 million. I wonder why they are 
willing to shoulder that load of the Feather River project, estimated to 
cost $1.5 billion, and they didn’t feel they should take over the Solano 
project? 

Mr. Spencer. Mr. Chairman, may I state that the State of Cali- 
fornia is talking about constructing the Feather River project. They 
have a small appropriation for investigation, but as yet they have not 
started any construction on the Feather River project. 

Mr. Jensen. They haven’t started? 

Mr. Spencer. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Isn’t the deal settled to the point where they can 
start construction? 

Mr. Spencer. I don’t understand that it is. In fact, there has 
been some publicity in the papers about statements by members of 
the State legislature in looking into it, that they need about $100 
million in cash to buy up certain water rights, clear up title to right- 
of-way, before they can sell any bonds, and as I understand, the 
financing is to be by bond issue. 

Mr. Jensen. How much money did we appropriate last year for 
the Solano project? 

Mr. Spencer. It was just the carryover from the year before. 


906 


Mr. Jensen. We didn’t appropriate last year because of the fact 
the matter was not completely settled to the point where we were 
justified in arog further appropriations. 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 


ROAD RELOCATION 


Mr. Jensen. In the 1955 estimate you plan to use some of it to 
relocate some of the highways; is that right? 

Mr. Spencer. We have the prime contract for the construction 
of the dam which was awarded last fall, and the contractor is in there 
doing construction and is constructing a portion of the highway around 
the dam site which will permit him to divert the river and get into 
operation on the dam site, itself. 

Mr. Jensen. This is the first vear that any money has been appro- 
priated for actual construction, is that right? The other money was 
for planning and roadways? 

Mr. Spencer. It was preliminary work. 

Mr. JensEN. Preliminary work to get ready for the construction 
of the dam? 

Mr. Spencer. The Monticello Dam. 

Mr. Dexuermer. The fiscal year 1953 program was for construc- 
tion—and the carryover into 1954 permitted us to enter a construction 
contract for the dam and the relocation of the highway and other work. 

Mr. Bupae. Mr. Spencer, how much is the road relocation going to 
cost? 

Mr. Spencer. We are still negotiating with the county and the 

State on a replacement basis. We do not have the final figures 
vet. 
” Mr. Bupex. Mr. Chairman, I wasn’t very much impressed with 
the judgment used in the rebuilding of some of these highways, 
the relocation of them. I think that is a classic example of where 
the Federal Government is going to put in a far, far better highway 
than was there before. The cost of it has to be borne by the water 
users down below. I think when the Bureau goes into these things 
that they ought to figure out, the very first thing, what they are going 
to do about relocation instead of going ahead to sign a prime contract 
and start relocating the roads before you know how much it is going 
to cost. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Mr. Chairman, our policy and our responsibility 
is to only replace those facilities “in kind.’’ In other words, to just 
provide enough money to change the facility, road or highway or 
transmission line or railroad, to give them the same kind of highway 
or facility that they had before. 

Mr. Bunce. I don’t know about your policy. That is probably 
the policy, but that is not the actuality in a number of projects. 
This is going to be another one unless you take an awful close look at 
it. 

Mr. Dexuermenr. In many cases, I think, you will realize that the 
State, county, or railroad wants a better facility and they put up some 
additional money. While the physical features might look far differ- 
ent than the original one, we are not always paying for that improve- 
ment. We try not to. We try our best not to pay any more than 
would replace the existing facility. You understand, of course, that 
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sometimes we probably do in order to get the thing settled, but our 
aim is not to. 

Mr. Bupeer. I hope the Bureau takes a good look at that one. 
They certainly do not have much of a road there now, and they are not 
entitled to very much. The Federal Government has to build the 
project and they are not entitled to any 4-lane highway when they 
have only a 1% lane road now. , 

Mr. Dexnemer. We will be very careful to hold that down to re- 
placement in kind, so far as we can. 


KLAMATH PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. Going on to the Klamath project, page 990, you are 
asking for $400,000 for operation and maintenance. Insert in the 
record pages 587 through 593. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


Prosecr Dara, KLAMATH ProsecT, OREGON-CALIFORNIA 
AUTHORIZATION 


By the Secretary of the Interior on May 15, 1905. 


LOCATION 


Central southern Oregon in Klamath County and central northern California 
in Modoc and Siskiyou Counties. 


DESCRIPTION 


The primary storage facilities for the Klamath project consist of upper Klamath 
Lake on Klamath River, Clear Lake Reservoir on Lost River and Gerber Reser- 
voir on a tributary of Lost River. These reservoirs serve over 209,000 acres 
of land, control the water level in lower Klamath and Tule Lakes, and control 
floodwaters in Klamath and Lost Rivers. The releases from the upper Klamath 
Lake are diverted by the Link River Dam to serve the main division, lower 
Klamath Lake division and a substantial acreage under Warren Act or special 
contracts or under lease or water rental. The releases of the Gerber Reservoir 
and the Clear Lake Reservoir are used for irrigation of the land in the Langell 
Valley by diversion at the Malone and Miller diversion dams. Downstream 
from Langell Valley the Lost River diversion dam serves to divert any excess 
water into the Klamath River and controls the water level in Tule Lake and 
thus reclaims substantial acreage in the bed of Tule Lake. This reclaimed land 
is served by the lower Lost River, diversion Dam. Return flows from irrigation 
are gathered in the Tule Lake sump and the excess is pumped into the lower 
Klamath Lake and ultimately back into the Klamath River. 


STATUS 


Except for the construction of storage works to retain an additional 60,000 to 
100,000 acre-feet of flood-control waters, all primary storage and diversion 
structures are complete and in operation. By the end of fiscal year 1953, a total 
of 209,156 acres were receiving water from project facilities. The Bureau of 
Reclamation is the operating agency for the project lands. The Klamath Irri- 
gation District is the contracting agency for the collection of construction, opera- 
tion, and maintenance charges for the project lands of the main division located 
entirely in the State of Oregon and that part of the Tule Lake division lying in 
the State of Oregon. Project lands of the Tule Lake division within the State of 
California are currently on a water-rental basis, however, an irrigation district 
has been organized and is now negotiating with the Bureau on a contract for re- 
payment of construction costs. Warren Act contractors, special contracts, and 
water-rental areas make direct payment to the Bureau. 


42590—54—pt. 
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HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1903. 
Advanced planning, 1905. 
Construction, 1906. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1957 exclusive of irriga- 
tion of 33,211 acres scheduled after fiscal year 1960. 
Fiscal year ‘and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiseal year 1905, $1 million. 


Cost 
Present estimated 20, 900, 079 
Allocation of cost: 20, 900, 079 


1 Subsequently canceled. First construction allocation used was made available in fiscal year 1906. 


Schedule of development 


Th h 
Irrigation (acres) 209, 156 209, 156 209, 156 246, 817 
Estimate for operation and maintenance 
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA 
Fiscal year 1954: 
Funds advanced by water users. .........--.--.-------------- 260, 400 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1954.........-.-.-.-----.------ 552, 100 
Fiscal year 1955: 
Funds advanced by water users. 260, 000 


4 


4 

1 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1955_......-..-.--------------- 660, 000 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


Increase 
E rogram, (+) or 
year | decrease 
4 1955 | (—) from 
| 1954 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 
4 Storage system: For continuation of normal operation and maintenance of Clear 
Lake and Gerber Dams and Reservoirs. Increase due to nonrecurring repairs and 
improvements on service facilities 


| 


Total obligations, multipurpose | 14,000 +495 
IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Distribution system: For continuation of operation and maintenance in the 4 distri- 
bution areas. Increase due primarily to: (1) need for accelerating maintenance 
work, to compensate for some items previously deferred by lack of funds, and 
(2) increasing costs of materials and labor required for adequately maintaining 
the system to serve water-users requirements__-__. -| 399, 100 +19, 905 

Drainage system: For continuing normal operation and maintenance of drainage 

H pumping ‘plants and canals and re sumption of normal maintenance on dikes around | 

, Tule Lake sump. Increase in cost due primarily to resuming normal maintenance 

7 on sump dikes, to compensate for erosion and settlement, there being no work other 

7 than emergency maintenance programed on them during previous year. (These 

{ dikes are protecting the town of Tulelake and thousands of acres of rich agricultural 
lands from inundation). Remainder increase due to accelerating maintenance on 
drainage canals to promptly dispose of returned water from irrigated lands 187,000 | +46, 180 

Replacements and improvements: To initiate urgently needed major repairs on 
substructures and trashracks at pumping plants 1, 2, 3, 4; to remedy serious seepage 
conditions at several points on canals and laterals in Modoc unit; to accomplish 
reroofing and other protective repairs on various service buildings (shops, Ware- 
house, etc.); to improve Walkways and auxiliary facilities at pumping plants E and 
F as to provide safer working conditions and reduce labor costs for moss removal; 


to replace wornout trucks and other maintenance 59,900 | +41, 320 
i Total obligations, irrigation facilities .............-.--------- _....| 646,000 | +107, 405 
Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1956, 
Klamath project, Oregon-C. alifornia 
} Program cur-| Program 
Program item rent year, budget 
1954 year, 1955 
1 2 3 4 
| MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 
Operation and maintenance: Storage system_..-............_- $13, 269 $13, 505 $14, 000 
Total obligations, multipurpose facilities................ 13, 269 13, 505 14, 000 
IRRIGATION FACILITIES 
Operation and maintenance: 
345, 287 379, 195 399, 100 
240, 288 140, 820 187, 000 
Replacements and improvements 926 18, 580 59, 900 
Total obligations, irrigation____._____-.._-.....-...---.. 586, 501 538, 595 646, 000 
Total obligations, all 599, 770 552, 100 660, 000 
Allocation: 
LURE 599, 770 547, 400 654, 675 
599, 770 552, 100 660, 000 
Method of financing: 
3 Funds advanced by water users 237, 195 260, 400 260, 000 
4 
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Project statistics 


Estimated 
} Actual, 
Feature or item Unit fiscal year 
1953 Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
| 1954 955 


Irrigation system: | 


Irrigable area for service: | 
Irrigation land full... -| Acres... 209, 156 209, 156 209, 156 

Cultivated area (total). 189, 630 192, 500 192, 500 
Gross crop value__....._. ; Dollars_| 30, 904, 804 | 25, 000, 000 25, 000, 000 
Average gross crov value per cultivated acre — wee 163 130 130 
Storage dams and reservoirs.............. ------| Number 3 3 3 
2» les... 120 120 120 
Drains..... 644 O44 644 
=f 344 344 344 


ASSUMPTION OF FACILITIES BY WATER USERS 


Mr. Jensen. What is being done toward tufning over facilities to 
the water users on that project? 

Mr. Spencer. We held our last conference with them on February 8, 
trying to work out the terms of the repayment contract. It is quite a 
complicated affair since it is one of the old projects that was started 
back in 1905, with some districts practically completed years ago and 
others still under possibility of enlargement. We have held numerous 
meetings with them, and it is our aim to turn it over to them as soon 
as we can come to an agreement on that, so that the Government will 
get its money. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Does it look like you will get it turned over? 

Mr. Spencer. Well, we hope so. We have some complications on 
the ducks versus the settlers and some problems on flood control in 
there that make it rather difficult to say just when we will get all sides 
in agreement. 

Mr. Jensen. When you say “ducks versus the settlers,’’ you mean 
you have a game reserve there and the ducks have been quite a menace 
to the farmers and the farmers are fearful that the State will not protect 
them as much as the Federal Government? Is that it? 

Mr. Spencer. No, sir; it goes further than that. It is whether we 
cut down on the amount of acreage for game reserve and put it under 
cultivation, open it up for homestead. 

Mr. JensEN. Will you elaborate on that a little for the record? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir; I will be glad to. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


KKLAMATH PROJECT 


From the beginning the Klamath project has ragga extremely involved 
problems. By unwaetering lands in the Klamath Basin, farm settlement oppor- 
tunities were created and at the same time natural habitat for waterfowl was 
reduced. The Department of the Interior has been beset for many years by the 
views of 2 conflicting groups—1 pressing for the drainage of more land and 
the opening of more homesteads, and the other resisting further land openings in 
favor of preservation of wildlife. On January 9, 1952, former Secretary Chapman 
attempted to resolve the problem by directing future settlement in the Tule Lake 
and lower Klamath Lake areas be restricted to an additional 6,700 acres with the 
balance of the land, a large part of which currently is leased for agricultural pur- 
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poses, to be turned over as of January 1, 1954, to the Fish and Wildlife Service for 
administration. 

The Chapman directive did not resolve the basic problems and increasing pres- 

sures were exerted to have the order either set aside or amended. Recognizing 
these problems, and to afford additional time for their further consideration, 
Secretary McKay on September 2, 1953, approved an agreement between the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Fish and \ ildlife Service which provided for 
(a) the Bureau of Reclamation to continue its land-leasing operations through 
calendar year 1954, and (6) the deferment of any additional land settlement until 
a decision is made relative to the entire Klamath settlement and development 
yroblem. 
A planning report including a complete inventory of the land and water re- 
sources in the Klamath Basin is scheduled to be completed and released for review 
in May 1954. This report will contain information which will be valuable in 
arriving at a suitable solution of the Klamath problems. Acting simultaneously, 
the States of Oregon and California have commissions reviewing the problems of 
the Klamath Basin. 


SOLANO PROJECT 
HIGHWAY RELOCATION 


Mr. BupGe. With regard to the Solano project, I wonder if we could 
have the Bureau give the committee a letter as to just what this 
highway project is? We do not need to have it in the record, but 
since this is the first year of actual construction, I think we ought to 
know something about it. It is going to be a good-sized item and | 
know the water users would like us to look into it. 

Mr. JENSEN. Very well. Since the water users are going to be re- 
quired to pay for most of this project, you feel that they have a direct 
interest in seeing to it that not too much money is spent for the high- 
way, for which they have to pay. 

Mr. Bunge. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I think that is well taken. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Mr. Spencer, when do you anticipate having a 
contract worked out with the highway department? 

Mr. Spencer. I am not sure just how long it will take us to get 
agreement with the county for the road around the reservoir. 

Mr. Budge, if you will recall, we drove up through the reservoir 
basin and a part of the road which we are flooding out and which we 
will have to replace is out in the flat and not the part down in the 
canyon where it is rather bad road. That wouldn’t be much of a job 
of replacing as good a road. 

Mr. Bunge. | remember there was a Bureau of Reclamation boat 
down on the river and the party up on the side of the hill relocating a 
road in the canyon. 

Mr. Spencer. That is around the dam site, itself, but we go for 
miles up in the reservoir basin which is out in the flat and through the 
town of Monticello and that is the portion that we are working out 
with the county, since it will cut off all access to lands in Napa County, 
above the reservoir basin. It is called Berryessa Valley. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. | was thinking, Mr. Chairman, of the timing for 
this letter that Mr. Budge requests. 

Mr. Bunce. I assume that it couldn’t be made a part of the record 
and that is why I asked for it as a letter. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Anticipating that we would give it to you when 
the negotiations are reasonably final, or prior to that time? 

Mr. BupGr. Whenever it can be done. 
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Mr. Jensen. I would say, when you definitely know what the 
situation is, then furnish a letter to the committee showing the situa- 
tion as it exists at that time. 

That concludes the questioning. Before you leave, Mr. Spencer, is 
there anything further you would like to say for the record about any 
project, or anything pertaining to your region? If so, we would be 
clad to have you comment on it, at this time. 

Mr. Spencer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Or you may elaborate on anything you care to in your 
remarks. 

Is there anything else that you would care to mention, at this time? 

Mr. Spencer. Not at this time. I would like to thank the com- 
mittee for its consideration. I will submit for the record a statement 
on highway relocation at Monticello Dam. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


HicHway RELocatTion aT Monticetto Dam, SoLvano Prosect, CALIFORNIA 


Construction of the Monticello Dam on the Solano project requires the reloca- 
tion of approximately 20 miles of California State Highway No. 28 and 16 miles 
of county roads in Napa County from the reservoir area. 

To date no work has been done in connection with the relocation of the county 
roads. Negotiations on this subject are currently being conducted with the 
county and landowners in an effort to work out an amicable settlement on the 
extent of the work to be performed and the means of its accomplishment. 

Construction of approximately 3 miles of the relocation for State Highway 
No. 28, including 2 bridges, in the vicinity of Monticello Dam has been started 
under the prime contract for the dam which was awarded on August 7, 1953, 
This is being carried out in accordance with an agreement dated August 25, 1952, 
with the State of California which provides for construction of a detour road and 
contemplates relocation of portions of State highways which will be permanently 
flooded by the reservoir behind Monticello Dam. This agreement provides in 

art: 

“* * * Tt is agreed that the relocated highway shall be, as nearly as practicable, 
of quality and standards equivalent to those of the existing highway segments 
which are to be superseded thereby.” 

The agreement further requires that the general location and design standards 
for both the detour road and the permanently relocated segments of the State 
highway shall be submitted by the State to the contracting officer for his con- 
sideration and approval, and upon agreement between the contracting officer 
and the State highway engineer with respect to the plans and specifications for 
’ the detour road, the contracting officer may include them in the specifications for 
Monticello Dam. The location, design, plans, and specifications for the road in 
the vicinity of Monticello Dam have been submitted by the State and approved 
by the contracting officer as being of quality and standards required to provide 
substitute facilities under the above quoted provision, and have been made a part 
of specifications No. DC-3970 for Monticello Dam. 

Relocation of the remaining portions of the State highway and replacement 
of the county roads will be carried out by the State of California and Napa 
County with funds provided by the Bureau. The budget estimate for fiscal year 
1955 includes funds for the initiation of this work. 


There are two things I would like to correct for the record. The 
money for the Trinity is general investigation funds that you asked 
me about. I didn’t clarify that. 

Another is on the Kings River, a part of the operations and mainte- 
nance; we plan to use about $2,000 of operations and maintenance 
funds to administer this interim contract which we have with the 
Kings River people for storage in Pine Flat Reservoir. 

Mr. JENSEN. Will it take that much? 

Mr. Spencer. We worked out an interim contract for them, and as 
a part of that arrangement, we act as liaison for the Army engineers 
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who operate the flood control, the physical works, and we collect the 
money from the water users and keep the records of the amount of 
water which the Kings River people get. We collect $1.50 an acre- 
foot for it. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the committee for being very easy 
on a newcomer down in California. I think I know a lot more about 
Hungry Horse and possibly about the Deschutes project in region 1 
than I do about the Central Valley, the Solano, the Cachuma, and the 
Klamath projects. I hope to know more about them next year when I 
come back before your committee. 

Mr. Jensen. I am sure you will know a lot more about them. 

I learned in traveling with you from Sacramento to Santa Barbara 
that you had gathered a lot of information since you had been on the 
Central Valley job. I know that you will continue doing a good job, 
Mr. Spencer. 1 know that is the way you operate, and we are going 
to look for great things from you. 

Mr. Spencer. Thank you. I hope I won’t disappoint you. 

Mr. Jensen. I am sure you won't. 

Thank you for giving us the information that you have. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that 
since Mr. Spencer has taken over as regional director in Sacramento, 
there seems to be entirely different feeling throughout that area, 
particularly in California, and even our most vigorous opponents are 
working with us, so that it has made a tremendous difference in the 
attitude of the people out there. 


CENTRAL VALLEY PERSONNEL REDUCTIONS 


Mr. Jensen. You are doing something toward further reducing 
personnel; are you not? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. What was the personnel in the Central Valley when 
you took over, Mr. Spencer, and what is it now? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. It was 2,267 asof December 31,1952. It was 1,624 
at December 31, 1953, and I think there is somewhat less than that 
now. A few more have been lost. 

Mr. Jensen. That is almost a 30-percent reduction, which means 
that the folks who pay the bill out there are not going to have to pay 
as much. 

Mr. Srpencer. Our estimated reduction is $2.5 million per year in 
personal services, rent, communications, and transportation. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, gentlemen. That is a good record, Mr. 
Spencer. 

Mr. Spencer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Reaion 3 


Mr. Jensen. Now we will go to region 3, Boulder City, Nev. 
Mr. Nielsen, you are also a new man on the job as regional director? 
Mr. Nrxusen. I have been regional director since the first of Sep- 

tember 1952. My region includes all of the drainage area of the 

Colorado River below Lees Ferry, plus southern California to the 

Tehaitripis. By States it includes substantially all of Arizona, 
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eastern New Mexico, southern Utah, southern Nevada, and southern 
California. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, you are comparatively new? 

Mr. NIgLsEN. Yes. 


BACKGROUND OF DIRECTOR OF REGION 3 


Mr. Jensen. What had you been doing before that time? 

Mr. Nievsen. I had been assistant regional director since December 
1950. Since 1945, I had been regional planning engineer, and before 
that I had been in the Planning Division in Denver and Salt Lake City. 
I came with the Bureau in 1934. 

Mr. JENSEN. Since you have given us a little idea of your back- 
ground, what did you do before that time? 

Mr. Nieusen. Well, prior to 1934, I had been, for a short time, 
with the Iowa Highway Commission. Before that, with the Stone & 
Webster Engineering Corp., on construction of a hydroelectric proj- 
ect in Missouri, and before that with the Mississippi Power Co., at 
Keokuk, Iowa. 

Mr. McPhail suggests that I tell you that I graduated from the 
State University of Iowa. 

Mr. Jensen. Wonderful. In engineering? 

Mr. Niewsen. In the College of Engineering; yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, that is a good recommendation. You must 
know a man by the name of White, then, pretty well? 

Mr. Nre.sen. Yes, sir; I was with the highway commission only a 
short time during the depression, in a temporary job. 


GILA PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. We will turn to the Gila project. You are asking 
for $2,700,000 for construction, and $715,000 for operation and main- 
tenance. Please insert pages 139 through 146, and 149 through 153 
in the record. 


(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 
Authorization 


The project was initiated with funds allotted under the National Industrial 
Recovery Act (48 Stat. 195) and the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935 
(48 Stat. 115). A finding of feasibility dated June 8, 1937, by the Secretary of the 
Interior was approved by the President on June 21, 1937. The project was 
reauthorized by the act of July 30, 1947 (61 Stat. 628). The act of June 13, 1949 
(63 Stat. 172), authorized the furnishing of water to the Yuma auxiliary project, 
through the works of the Gila project. 


Location 


Southwestern Arizona, in the southern part of Yuma County. Project works 
extend from Imperial Dam on the Colorado River to approximately 10 miles 
south of Yuma, Ariz., and east along the lower reach of the Gila River to approxi- 
mately 50 miles east of Yuma, 


Description 


The project includes 25,000 acres on the Yuma Mesa, 15,000 acres in the North 
and South Gila Valleys, near Yuma, and 75,000 acres in the Wellton-Mohawk 
Division, beginning some 12 miles east and terminating approximately 50 miles 
east of Yuma. The primary purpose of the project is to provide a full water 
supply to 115,000 acres of arid lands within the project and to 3,393 acres in the 
Yuma auxiliary project. Four main canal pumping plants are required to deliver 
water to the distribution systems. 


| 


915 


Status 


As of June 30, 1954, the project will be approximately 79 percent complete. 
The project common features are complete with exception of a possible extension 
of North Gila Drain No. 2, which has been deferred pending results of experi- 
mental application of clay on banks of the gravity main canal to reduce seepage. 
The Yuma Mesa division will be approximately 98 percent complete by June 30, 
1954. Only minor items will remain for completion subsequent to that date. 
All 81 of the public land farm units on the Yuma Mesa, comprising 10,360 acres 
of land, have been entered by veterans. The Wellton-Mohawk division will be 
approximately 72 percent complete by June 30, 1954. Acquisition of pumps and 
motors to complete ultimate capacity of the three main pumping plants will be 
essentially complete and Mohawk lateral unit No. 3 will be complete. Work will 
be underway on the Dome lateral units 1 and 2 and on a portion of the Wellton- 
Mohawk Canal lateral unit. Preconstruction work will be continued on the 
remaining lateral units and electric transmission facilities to serve relift pumping 
units in the Dome, Mohawk, Ralph’s Mill and Texas Hill areas. A total of 28 

ublic land farm units, comprising 4,041 acres were made available for purchase 
ty veterans in August 1953, and the two development farms will be! complete 
and in operation by lessees. Prior to this budget year the operation and mainte- 
nance of the Gila project completed works has been financed by construction and 
rehabilitation funds under operation and maintenance during construction. The 
operation and maintenance program, during the budget year and thereafter, will 
absorb portions of the project works as they are completed. 
Repayment 

A contract, dated March 4, 1952, was executed with the Wellton-Mohawk 
Irrigation and Drainage District for the maximum repayment obligation of $42 
million. A contract, dated December 22, 1952, was executed with the Unit B 
Irrigation and Drainage District (Yuma auxiliary project) under which $456,090 
of Gila project obligations will be repaid. A contract, dated May 12, 1953, was 
executed with the North Gila Valley Irrigation District, under which $108,300 
will be repaid for usable works constructed by the Yuma project and a maximum 
of $216,700 of Gila project obligation will be repaid. Phere is now no formal 
water users organization of landowners on the partially developed Yuma Mesa; 
however, action has been initiated by the water users toward the formation of 
the Yuma Mesa Irrigation and Drainage District and it is anticipated that the 
formal organization will be available in the near future for negotiation leading to 
a repayment contract. Execution of a repayment contract for Yuma Mesa is 
anticipated prior to expiration of the 10-year development period for the first 
irrigation block in 1956. 


Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 


__. $51, 131, 309 
51, 131, 309 


Repayment costs per acre 


Annual water user charges: as 


Gross crop income per acre resulting from project irrigation (actual for construe- 
tion year 1952), $197. 
History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1934. 
Advanced planning, 1935. 
Construction: 
Yuma Mesa Division, 1936. 
Wellton-Mohawk Division, 1949. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal vear 1957. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1936, $2,000,000 


| 


Costs 
Present estithated 00st. ccc. dobies 51, 131, 309 
Allocation of cost: Irrigation. 22 51, 131, 309 


The total estimated cost of the Gila project has been increased from $50,083,860 
to $51,131,309 (anticipated total obligations $54,207,942). The change is due 
partly to overruns of completed units of the Wellton-Mohawk lateral system and 
upward adjustment of estimates for remaining units, based on cost experience 
and more detailed field information. The upward revision in estimate is par- 
tially offset by elimination of proposed development of area north of Southern 
Pacific Railroad on the Yuma Mesa and other minor reductions due to savings on 
completed features. 


Schedule of development 
Irrigation, full: 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligations to, June $0, 1963... 39, 849, 502 
Fiscal year 1954: 

Prior year balance available.__........--.------ 430, 246 

Allotment, fiscal. year 1055... sien <n 2, 700, 000 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


Observation of groundwater elevations in connection with drainage require- 
ments will be the only construction activity on the Yuma Mesa division. Minor 
items necessary to complete the Yuma Mesa distribution system may be deferred 
indefinitely. In the Wellton-Mohawk division contract work on the Dome 
lateral unit 1 and a portion of the Dome unit laterals No. 2 and the Wellton- 
Mohawk Canal laterals, underway in fiscal year 1954, will be completed. Wellton 
lateral unit 2 will be started. Preconstruction surveys will be continued on the 
remaining lateral units and late in the year specifications will be issued for work 
to complete Dome lateral unit 2 and the Wellton-Mohawk Canal laterals and for 
work on Mohawk lateral unit 4. Additional pumps, motors, and appurtenant 
electrical equipment will be on hand for the main pumping plants; however, their 


installation will be deferred to the following year. lectric transmission lines 
will be started to bring power to installed relift pumps in the Dome area. 
Justification 


This project has been under way for some years. It will be substantially com- 
pleted in fiscal year 1956 except for the Texas Hill unit and the usual minor 
completion items of drainage, farm unit development, etc. The funds requested 
for fiscal year 1955 are needed to continue payments on major and supporting 
contracts and related activities, such as procurement of right-of-way, engineering, 
etc., in order that the program may be carried on at the permissible rate consistent 
with sound engineering. The immediate demand for continuation of an irriga- 
tion program during fiscal year 1955 is evident from the receipt of settlement 
requests from 15,000 veterans and action taken by landowners. These owners 
are now taking water from the completed canals under special license at the canal 
site in their own works. 


; Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 
q 
: Total to Program, | Program, 
Program item a June 30, current budget pong 
1953 year 1954 | year 1955 | CO™ple 
ql) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
} 
5 Construction program: | 
3 Project common features: 
Gravity main canal, station 0-793__| 2, 605, 137 
| 90, 758 79, $18, 628 
; Yuma Mesa division: 
Yuma Mesa pumping station 851, 575 844, 910 6, 665 
Gravity main canal, station 793__ 413, 199 
B canal 401, 558 173 
,19 1, 123, 703 $28, 243 42, 258 
1, 554, 978 1, 536, 506 18, 472 
North Gila Valley laterals. ______ 16, 599 11, 632 
Drains 140, 000 92, 590 10, 000 10, 000 27,410 
Farm unit development--___-_____- 4, 107, 861 3, 989, 423 60,000 |__. a 58, 438 
equipment and miscellane- 
Wellton. k division: 
Pumping plant No, 1............-.| 1,384, 966 1, 127, 367 170, 719 29, 000 57, 880 
Pumping plant No. 2.........-.--- 1, 620, 145 1, 258, 224 226, 165 31,000 104, 756 
Pumping plant No. 3_......-..---- 1, 293, 518 1, 134, 503 99, 616 15, 000 44, 399 
Mohawk Canal..................-.. 6, 989, 583 6, 957, 753 
Mohawk unit laterals__....___- ----| 6,179,723 | 3,379,674 1, 712, 400 9, 000 1, 078, 649 
Wellton unit laterals.............-- 2, 881, 680 845, 073 15, 000 1, 822, 000 199, 607 
Dome unit laterals._..........._.-- 3, 461, 712 191, 185 2,070, 677 | 614, 000 585, 850 
Texas Hill unit laterals__..__.____- 2, 141, 744 40, 276 10, 000 20, 000 2, 071, 468 
= Mohawk Canal unit lat- 
700, 856 21, 824 160, 000 7, 000 432, 032 
Ralph's Mill unit laterals..-----_- 1, 414, 570 16, 073 10, 000 20, 000 1, 368, 497 
1,011, 600 61, 156 25, 000 15, 000 910, 444 
Farm unit dev elopment eee cuec chk 353, O44 198, 807 28, 000 28, 000 98, 237 
Valley development 103, 280 48, 330 35, 350 
Mesa development farm.. _.--- 107, 332 5, 059 9, 773 
Wellton-Mohawk transmission lines 
system and substations... __...... 207. 000 1, 389 15, 611 50, 000 140, 000 
Wellton Camp. 18, 548 
Service equipment___........ 55, 000 
Water users building. | —11, 520 
"ROGGE GOGE. . ncaccuccceunslpedeuild 51, 131, 309 | 36, 035, 352 4, 923, 828 2, 750, 000 7, 422, 129 
392, 229 —90. 000 —80, 000 —222, 229 
431, 069 —50,000 | —100, 000 —281, 069 
Operation and maintenance during con- | 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures.| 2, 442,589 | 1, 484, 163 588, 257 | 130, 000 240, 169 
Total] expenditures __.-- -| 54, 207, 942 | 39, 017,857 | 5,331,085 2, 700, 000 7, 159, 000 
Total obligations. 54, 207, 942 | 39,849, 502 | 4, 499.440 | 2,700,000 | 159, 000 
Method of financing: | | | 
Allotments required. 2, 700, 000 7, 159, 000 
ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
Summarized financial data 
Fiscal year 1955: 
by water Users... 3, 640 


918 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Storage system: For the operation and maintenance of the Gila project's 
allocated share of the All-American Canal system reserved works at Im- 
— and Laguna Dams, the main river gates or headworks, the desilting 

sin and the Gila gravity main canal diversion gates and structures. 
Increase is due to 1st year of operation $21, 171 +$21, 171 

Carriage system: The carriage system consists of 18 miles of the Gila gravity . 
main canal, 69 miles of main canals in the Wellton-Mohawk division, and 
23 miles of main canals on the Yuma Mesa, and 4 major pumping plants. 
The principal items of maintenance will be cleaning moss, tules, and blow 
sand from the canals, keeping up the operating roads, minimum repairs to 
structures and banks, and routine inspection and care of the pumping 
plants. The operation of the carriage system requires constant patrolling 
of the long reaches of the canals. The cost of operating the pumping plants 
includes the cost of power required to lift the irrigation water to the 4 dif- 
ferent levels. Increase is due to Ist year of operation +421, 146 

Distribution system: For the normal operation and maintenance of the dis- 
tribution system on the Yuma Mesa, which is serving 15,000 acres of culti- 
vated land at this time and the 5 distribution system units in the Wellton- 
Mohawk division which will be completed by fiscal year 1955 and capable 
of serving 42,136 acres. There are 46 miles of concrete-lined laterals with 
appurtenant structures which require frequent cleaning because of the 
excessive amount of blow sand and moss. The banks and concrete lining 
require very little attention, except in cases of emergency work on breaks. 
The operating roads are of very unstable material and require frequent 
wetting and blading to reduce the wear on the ditchriders’ automobiles 
and radio equipment. In the process of routine recurring maintenance 
metal gates must be removed, sandblasted, and repainted. This amount 
will be required for the efficient operation and maintenance of the distri- 
bution system during its Ist year of operation 

Drainage system: The 7% miles of drains parallel the canal in the cultivated 
areas where the most seepage occurs, Operation of the drains consists only 
of measurement of flow and transportation expense, Maintenance consists 
of periodically removing the abundant growth of moss, cattails, and other 
vegetation which restricts the proper flow of water in the drains. Oceca- 
sional ~ eee of the banks creates a block in the drain and must be 
removec 

Replacements and improvements: The purchase of additional ditch-cleaning 
equipment, 6 pickups, and minor maintenance equipment will permit the 
stationing of this equipment in the Wellton-Mohawk area at all times, 
rather than transport it from Yuma 35 miles away. It has been found that, 
due to the type of construction of most of the laterals and smaller canals, 
equipment such as the Peerless dredge will remove the sand and clean the 
laterals more efficiently than other types. The narrow width of the lateral 
banks will not permit the use of the dragline or truck crane type of equip- 
ment. The narrow treads on the dredge are ideally suited to the narrow 
banks of the laterals. The pickups are required for the increased need of 
transportation for the ditchriders and maintenance men 45, 000 +45, 000 


Total obligations ‘ . 718, 640 +718, 640 


Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1956 


Total prior — 


Program item 


TRRIC ATION FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 
Storage system 
Carriage system 
Distribution system 
Drainage sy: 

Replacements and improvements 


Total obligations 
Method of financing: 


Allotment required. 
Funds advanced by water users 


|| 
| Increase (+) ‘3 
Program or de- 
1955 crease (—) 
from 1954 
| 
year 1954 year 1955 
= (2) (3) (4) 
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Project statistics 


| Estimated 
Actual, 
Feature or item Unit | fiscal year | 
19531 Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
| 1954 1955 
| 
IRRIGATION SYSTEM | 
Irrigable acreage for service: 
Irrigation service land—full. Acres... ._- 44, 152 62, 047 | 70, 647 
| 44,152 | 62, 047 | 70, 647 
Net area in cultivation (entire area). 3/ 83, 64, 500 
| “Doll: whe 6,417, 065 | 11, 925, 000 15, 480, 000 
Average gross crop value per cultivated a 197 225 | 240 
acre. 
Storage dams and Number... |. 
125 161 | 161 
Drains-.-.--. | 8 8 8 
Telephone lines... | 
Operating roads__ ate 203 | 239 | 239 
| 


! Operation and maintenance during construction. 


Mr. Jensen. You have a $50,000 request included in the budget for 
transmission lines and substations. What is the purpose of that? 
Mr. Nretsen. That is for a distribution line into an area not pres- 
ently covered, for relift pumps in the Dome area. There are no other 
such lines in that area. 
YUMA PROJECT 


Mr. JENSEN. Yuma project, page 162, “Operation and mainte- 
nance”’ only, $130,152. Insert pages 160 ‘through 165 in the record. 
The Auxiliary Division, construction, $100, 000. Insert pages 154 
through 158 in the record. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 
Authorization 


By Secretary of the Interior, May 10, 1904. 
Location 


Southwestern part of Yuma County, Ariz., and the southeastern part of Im- 
perial County, Calif. 
Description 

Water for the Yuma project is diverted from the Colorado River into the All- 
American Canal at Imperial Dam and thence in turn through five turnouts to the 
reservation division and the Yuma project main canal which are located from 
13 to 15 miles below Imperial Dam. 

The reservation and auxiliary divisions of the Yuma project and the power 
facilities are operated and maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation. The valley 
division is operated and maintained by the Yuma County Water Users’ Associa- 
tion which is under contractual arrangement for the repayment of construction 
costs. Funds are advanced annually by the association for its share of the com- 
mon facilities of the Yuma project. Appropriated funds finance the operation 
and maintenance of the reservation division and the power facilities. Repay- 
ment of construction and operation and maintenance costs is made under contracts 
with the individual water users in the reservation division. The Yuma auxiliary 
project will continue to be operated by the Bureau, and under contract dated 
December 22, 1952, will advance to the United States its share of the Gila project 
carriage cost of the common facilities utilized by them in the delivery of water 
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through the Gila project works, and the total cost of the Bureau operation and 
maintenance of the unit ‘‘B’’ irrigation and drainage district facilities. This 
district formerly received its water through the Yuma project carriage system. 
Actual water delivery through the Gila project works commenced on July 7, 
1953. 

The Siphon Drop powerplant, located on the Yuma main canal at the All- 
American Canal turnout, has a rated capacity of 1,600 kilowatts and supplies 
»ower for Yuma project use, Bureau of Reclamation use, and power for Imrerial 
Jam and appurtenant facilities. Surplus power is sold to the Parker-Davis 
system. Operation and maintenance of the transmission lines from the power- 
plant is performed by the Parker-Davis system. 

History of project development 

Initial date: 

Planning, 1903. 
Advanced planning, 1904. 
Construction, 1905. 


Schedule of development 


Initial operation Throu 
gh 
fiscal year yer F Ultimate 


Irrigation (acres) full 68, 756 
Power (kilowatts) 1, 600 
Power rates (mills per kilo- 

watt-hour): Firm ! 5.1 


1 Commercial] sales are made on an individual contract basis but average 5.1. All other energy produced 
is sold at Parker-Davis rate. 


ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 
Total, fiscal year 1953 


Fiscal year 1954: 
Allotment 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 
Fiscal year 1955: 
Allotment 130, 152 


211, 152 


a 
4 
68, 756 72, 127 
1, 600 1, 600 
226, 25: 
Total obligations, fiscal year 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


Program- 
fiscal year 
1955 


Increase (+) 
or 


decrease {—) 
from fiscal 
year 1954 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Carriage system: For the continuation of normal operation and maintenance 
of the project main cana] and payment of the Yuma project share of the 
Impcria] Dam reserved works, and the reservation division share of the 
All-American Canal operation and maintenance to station 775, which is 
performed by the Imperial Irrigation District. 

Distribution system: A slight increase in the maintenance activity and the 
normal increase in operation costs result in an increase over last year___- 

Drainage system: For the continuation of normal maintenance on the drain- 


sists of rebuilding and replacing old wooden irrigation structures with con- 
crete structures and extension of drainage system is due to a complete 
deferral of this activity 


Total obligations, irrigation 
POWER FACILITIES 
Electric generation: The operation of the plant will continue under normal 
routine operation. General maintenance of the plant and grounds will 


increase because of additional work required on the intake gates and on 
the operator’s residence. A fence will be built around the plant. Inas- 


much as the plant is on semiautomatic operation and is unattended except | 
for 8 hours during the daytime, it is advisable to erect the fence as a pre- | 


cautionary and safety measure 

Trans.nission and distribution expense: Operation and maintenance of the 
siphon-drop switchyard will continue normally with a slight increase in 
maintenance 


Total obligations, power 
Total obligations, all facilities 


$57, 489 
105, 213 


—$231 
+3, 982 
+1, 952 


—28, 051 


181, 652 


—22, 348 


Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955 


Total prior 


Program item year 1953 


(1) (2) 


Program 
current 
year 1954 


(3) 


Program 
budget 
year 1955 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 
Carriage system 
Distribution system 
Drainage system 
Replacements and improvements 


$94, 881 
85, 952 
13, 057 


16, 532 


$57, 720 
101, 231 
16, 998 
28, 051 


Total obligations, irrigation 210, 422 


POWER FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 

Electric generation 

Transmission and distribution expense 
Replacements and improvements 


Total obligations, all facilities 


22f, 400 


211, 152 


Allocation: 


Total obligations 


204, 000 


181, 652 
29, 500 


211, 152 


Method of financing: 
Allotment 
Unobligated balance 
Allotment required 
Funds advanced by water users 


| 
; 
age syste =n 18, 950 
Replacements and improvements: The decrease in this activity which con- | 
1,319 4457 
| (4) 
$57, 489 
105, 213 
4 204, 000 181, 652 
ers see 24, 455 21, 538 28, 181 
1, 024 862 1, 319 
ee 25, 832 22, 400 29, 500 
19, 153 46, 900 81, 000 
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Project statistics 


Estimated 
Actual, 
Unit fiseal year 
1953 Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1954 1955 
IRRIGATION SYSTEM 

Irrigable acreage for service: 
Irrigation service land, full. 68, 756 68, 756 68, 756 
Total_- 68, 756 68, 756 68, 756 
Net area in cultivation (entire 61, 633 65, 400 67, 000 
Gross crop value. . A 20, 133, 011 | 20,274,000 | 20, 100, 000 
Average gross crop value per ‘cultivated 327 310 300 

acre. 
POWER SYSTEM 

Kilowatt- 10, 284, 399 | 13,000,000 | 13, 000, 000 
‘Total power revenues. 42, 349 44, 500 44, 500 
Power 1 1 1 
Transmission lines 41 41 41 
Substations..... ..-.. 2 1 1 
Substations, capacity 2, 799 1, 800 1, 800 


Yuma Prosecr, Auxittary Division, Ar1zoNA—Prosect Data 


Authorization 

By the Secretary of Interior on May 10, 1904. The construction of the Auxil- 
ary division was authorized by the act of January 25, 1917 (39 Stat. 868). By 
the act of June 13, 1949 (63 Stat. 172), the area of the division was limited to that 
included in the first Mesa unit and the § Secretary of Interior was authorized to 
contract with a competent water users’ organization for the construction of works 
to enable the project to obtain delivery of water through the works of the Gila 
project instead of the Yuma project and to extend and improve the distribution 
system to more adequately supply the needs of the water users. 


Location 
Southwestern part of Yuma County, Ariz. 


Descriplion 

Water for irrigation of the auxiliary division is furnished from the works of the 
Gila project, which divert Colorado River water at Imperial Dam. The auxiliary 
division is operated by the Bureau, and under contract dated December 22, 1952, 
the irrigation district will advance to the United States its share of the Gila 
project carriage cost of the common facilities utilized by them in the delivery of 
water through the Gila project works, and the total cost of the Bureau of Opera- 
tion and Maintenance of the Unit B Irrigation and Drainage District facilities. 
This district formerly was delivered water through the Yuma project carriage 
system. 


Status 

Works necessary to supply water to the auxiliary division through the works of 
the Gila project have been constructed under the latter project and delivery of 
water through the new connection began on July 7, 1953, to serve 2,393 acres of 
the division. 
Repayment 

The entire cost of the Auxiliary Division ($2,776,487) is allocated to irrigation 
and the pertinent repayment data is as follows: 

Status of repayment contract: The contract, dated December 22, 1952, with 
the Unit B Irrigation and Drainage District provides for repayment. of $456, 090 
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for its share in the works common to the Auxiliary Division and the Gila project 

and $510,000 for works necessary to supply water through the works of the Gila 
roject and for extension and improvement of the project distribution system. 
his obligation, totaling $966,090, is payable over a 60-year period. Works 

previously constructed for the project are being repaid by the sale of water rights 
Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation: 


Unit B Irrigation and Drainage District..................--.----. $966, 080 
uncer actor June 13, 1940. ch - 2 1, 022, 909 


! Existing and future contracts. 
? Associated with lands removed from project by act of June 13, 1949. 


Repayment costs per acre: 


Annual water-user charges: 


! Per acre cost for 3,393 acre Unit B District. 
2 Not available. 


Gross crop income per acre resulting from irrigation (actual for calendar vear 
1952), $461. 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1903 
Advanced planning, 1955 
Construction, 1955 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1925. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal vear 192f), $200,000. (Prior funds included in Yuma project appropriations.) 


Sehedule of development 
Irrigation (acres) full: 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 
Summarized financial data 
Estimated total obligations. — ... $2, 776, 487 
Total obligations to June 30, 1953__ - . 2, 266, 487 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1954_- 201 
Allotment,’ fiseal year 1955... ... $100, 000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1955... 100, 000 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

Preconstruction surveys and preparation and issuance of specifications for 
work in connection with placing concrete lining in the B~Main Canal and extend- 
ing and improving the concrete-pipe distribution system. The purchase of 
improvements on reserved rights-of-way for the pipe-lateral extensions and 
improvements will be completed and the Gila project will be refunded an amount 
equal to the cost of completed works included in the connection of the two systems. 


Justification 


Extending and improving the project distribution system and concrete linin 
the B-Main Canal is required to more adequately serve the presently develope 


42590—54—pt. 2-13 


| 
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lands and to provide additional service in order that presently unused lands may 
be developed. Early development of the remaining 1,000 acres of project, lands is 
essential to the project economy. Presently developed lands are principally 
devoted to the production of high value citrus crops. The conduct of preconstruc- 
tion surveys and preparation of plans and specifications during fiscal year 1955 
will permit scheduling of contract construction work during the following year 
in a manner which will result in the least disruption of water service during the 
improvement program. The performance of this work is in accordance with 
terms of the repayment contract between the Unit B Irrigation and Drainage 
District and the United States. 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


| Total to | Program, | Program, Balance to 


Estimated 
Program item June 30, current budget 
total 1953’ | year 1954 | year 1955 | Complete 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Construction program: 
| 2, 776, 487 | 2, 300, 487 66, 000 410, 000 
Total expenditures..............-..- 2, 776, 487 | 2,266, 487 |.........-- 100, 000 410. 000 
2, 776, 487 2 7 | 100, 000 410, 000 
Method of financing: Allotments required_|_...........|.......---.-]---.-------- 100, 000 410, 000 


REPAYMENT CONTRACTS 


Mr. Jensen. Do contracts provide for repayment of the entire 
ultimate cost of the project? 

Mr. Nievsen. The Yuma project? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Nre.sen. We have two types of contracts there. One is with 
the water users association and then on the other side of the river, on 
the reservation division, we have water-notice contracts with in- 
dividual people. We have full coverage. This item is, in the main, 
for the reservation division. 


AUXILIARY DIVISION 


Mr. JenseN. Auxiliary division, construction, $100,000. What is 
that for? 

Mr. Nietsen. That is for preliminary work on extensions to the 
auxiliary project from the Gila project system. $100,000 will cover 
preconstruction surveys and getting it ready for specifications. 

Mr. JenseN. When will that be ready for construction? 

Mr. Nievsen. Next year. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres are in that project? 

Mr. Nretsen. There are about 2,400 acres presently irrigated, and 
producing high value crops. These funds will take care of an increase 
of about 1,000 acres. 

Mr. Jensen. What do they raise? 

Mr. Nrietsen. Grapefruit and lemons, principally, in that little 
area. 
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EFFECT OF IRRIGATION ON THE YUMA MESA AREA 


Mr. Jensen. The Yuma Mesa Division of this project which is 
now substantially settled, lies generally above areas in the Gila 
Valley, which have been pump-irrigated by private interests. There 
is a growing concern on the part of pump operators that drainage 
from the higher mesa in the direction of their lands will produce a 
salting effect in their wells. There has been some little evidence of 
this, to date, according to information which the committee was given 
by several of the farmers in the valley area. The effect of irrigation 
on the Yuma Mesa, with respect to these lower lands should be 
explored in greater detail at the time of the hearings on the 1955 
appropriation bill. That is the suggestion of the Members of Con- 
gress who surveyed that project recently, 

What is your comment? 

Mr. Nieusen. First, we have had that problem before us for some 
time. Frankly, we have never seen the valley look so good in terms 
of drainage conditions as it does now. It is costing them about 
$14,000 a year for their drainage down there. We have, however, 
investigated the drainage implications from the Yuma Mesa, almost 
to the point of no returns from those investigations. We are reluctant 
to spend more money on investigations because we think that the 
trouble is principally with the irrigation practices in the valley. We 
can’t tie a really material part of the drainage problem in the valley 
to the Yuma Mesa operation. ‘hat is not to say that a consulting 
engineer employed by the valley people agrees with us. We have a 
meeting scheduled with him, trying to reconcile our interpretation of 
data. It should be soon. The Chief Engineer is handling that meet- 
ing for us and I can’t give you the specific date. 


BOULDER CANYON PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. Boulder Canyon project, construction, $1,206,000; 
operation and maintenance, $1,392,778. Insert pages 166 through 
171, 173 through 175 and 179 in the record. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Projyect Data 
Authorization 
Boulder Canyon Project Act of December 21, 1928 (45 Stat. 1057) as revised 
by the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment Act of July 19, 1940 (54 Stat. 774). 


Location 


In the Black Canyon of the Colorado River on the Arizona-Nevada State 
boundary, 30 miles east of Las Vegas, Nev., and 7 miles northeast of Boulder 
City, Nev. 

Description 

The project consists of the highest dam in the United States with appurtenant 
outlet works, spillways, a powerplant, and transmission and switching facilities 
for delivery of power to high voltage transmission lines of the power allottees. 
The primary purpose of the project is to regulate the flow of the Colorado River 
for control of floods, for irrigation and municipal water supplies for improvement 
of navigation, and for generation of electrical energy. The Hoover powerplant 
is designed to have an installed capacity of 1,354,300 kilowatts. 

The project also includes Boulder City, which is an outgrowth of the Boulder 
Canyon project. 

Under provisions of the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment Act, the city of 
Los Angeles, and the Southern California Edison Co., as agents for the United 
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States, operate and maintain certain powerplant machinery and pertinent fa- 
cilities. Operation and maintenance costs incurred by the agents in operating 
and maintaining the machinery and facilities are not reflected in estimates pre- 
sented by the United States, except for an amount of $50,000 of operation and 
maintenance funds which represents work to be performed by the United States 
for, and reimbursed by, the operating agents. 


Status 

The prime construction contract was awarded on March 11, 1931. On June 30, 
1953, the project was approximately 97 percent complete. The installed capacity 
of the Hoover powerplant on June 30, 1953, was 1,249,800 kilowatts. There 
remains only one position for a generating unit for full utilization of the plant. 
Contracts for the N-8 turbine and generator, the last unit, will be awarded early 
in fiscal year 1954. 
Repayment 

With the exception of $25 million allocated to flood-control purposes by the 
enacting legislation, the costs of construction, operation and maintenance, and 
replacements will be repaid to the United States with interest at 3 percent per 
annum by revenues from power and water-storage benefits of Lake Mead, and 
these returns are adequately guaranteed by formal contracts with the power 
allottees, on the basis of repayment of construction costs within a 50-year period. 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1902, shortly after passage of Reclamation Act, planning was 
begun for storage on the lower Colorado River. 
Advanced planning, 1929: The Boulder Canyon Project Act was declared 
effective June 25, 1929. 
Construction, 1931. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1957. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal vear 1930, $10,660,000. 


Costs 
Original estimated +64 $126, 500, 000 
Allocation of cost: 
Present estimated 173,660, 000 
Allocation of cost: 


The total estimated cost has inereased from $126,500,000 to $172,660,000 
(anticipated total obligations $164,490,000) due to increased costs of labor and 
materials. 

Schedule of development 


| 


| fiscal year et | F year! Titimate 
1958 | | 
Power (kilowatts). | 1,249, 800 1, 249, 800 1, 249, 800 1, 354, 300 
Average power rates (mills per kilowatt-hour): | 
| 436 50 
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Canyon Project, Hoover AND PowWERPLAN? 
ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations. : $164, 490, 000 
Total obligations to June 30, 1953. Lists 158, 826, 338 
Allotment, fiseal year 1954____ 1272, 15s 50 
Prior year balance available____ 77, S41 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954_______________- Jt 1 350, 000 


Gacal year 1955... ry 206, 000 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955_....-.-.-_____- 1, 206, 0CO 
Balance to complete 4, 107, 662 
1 Excludes $100,000 allotted to Boulder Canyon construction and rehabilitation but scheduled under 


operation and maintenance for capital improvements which cannot be performed with Colorade River 
Dam funds under the Boulder Canyon Project Act. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

Program for fiscal year 1955 includes preparation of specifications, invitations 
to bid, award of contracts, and progress payments for furnishing and installing 
equipment for Unit N-& in Hoover powerplant. 


Justification 


The installation of the unit is required to meet the obligations of the United 
States to provide the capacity needed by the allottees in accordance with existing 
contracts. 

Two allottees, the city of Los Angeles and the State of Nevada, have requested 
the installation of generating Unit N—8 at the earliest possible date to meet their 
individual requirements for additional generating capacity. Fach of these 
allottees has made commitments to assume the cost of the unit if assigned its 
use. 


Schedule construction preqrem, Fecal years {964 and 1955 


Total to | Program, | Program 


} | 
| Estimated * | Balance to 


Program item June 30, current budget 
total | 1953 | year 1954 | year 1955 complete 
(1) | (2) (3) | (4) (5) (6) 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
Hoover Dam and Reservoir... 3 |$89, 318, 756 $89, 318, 756 | 
Hoover powerplant____-....-.---- cae | 59,542,197 | 53,665,076 | $407, 739 | 236, 000 0} * 233, 382 
Hoover switchyard ______. | 11,503,862 | 11, 485, 601 | 18, 261 conte. 
General proper (dam and reservoir) - | 5,118, 971 | 
General property (Boulder City invest- | | 
ment retain by Boulder Canyon 4 | | 
1,810, 400 1, 810, 400 |. | 
General property “(Boulver City invest- | | | 
ment transferred to Boulder City | | 
municipal project) | §, 365,814 | 5,365,814 ---|--- 

1172, 660, 000 |166, 764, 618 | 426, 000 1, 236, 000 4, 233, 382 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures | —600,000 | —740,812 | 123,086 |....-.. 17, 726 
Interest on construction ry pay- | a 

able from power i—7, 570, 000° —7, 393, 570 | O84 —148, 446 

Total 490, 000. |158, 630, 236 | 546, 102 1, 206, 000 4, 107, 


Total obligations. 
Method of financing: 


196, 102 —196, 102 


490, 0,000 826,338 | 350, 000 | 4,107, 662 


Prior- year balance available. 77, 841 
| 1, 206, 000 | 4, 107, 700 


1 Excludes $100,000 allotted to Boulder Canyon construction and rehabilitation but scheduled under 
operation and maintenance. 


| 

— 
: 
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ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 


Fiscal year 1954: 
Allotment: 
Operation and maintenance_-_-----.-.--.---- $1, 654, 710 
Construction and rehabilitation 68, 300 


Funds advanced by allottees 


$1, 440, 435 


5, 165 
obligations, 1054... Ll ages 1, 534, 465 
Work proposed, 1955 
Increase (+) 
Program 1955) or decrease 
(—) from 1954 
POWER FACILITIES 
Electric generation: For continuation of normal operation and maintenance 
of Hoover powerplant plus extraordinary items of repair. is due 
to reduction in amount of extraordinary maintenance _- each $1, 280, 778 — $183, 387 
Transmission and distribution expense: For continuation of the relatively 
small operation and maintenance expense borne by the Government on 
Government owned and operated 
Replacements and improvements: For replacements such as elevator equip- 
ment, steel stairs, expansion joint hose, water piping, powerplant roof 
drainage system, modify intake tower cylinder gates, replace passenger 
cars, station wagons, trucks, and miscellaneous equipment. For construc- 
tion of 20,000--kilovolt-ampere transformer bank for 16.5/69 kilovolt service - 110, 000 +41, 700 


Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 


1953, 1954, and 1955 


Program Program 
Program item current budget 
y year 1954 year 1955 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
POWER FACILITIES 
Operation and maintenance: 
tants or $1, 918 $1, 464, 165 $1, 280, 778 
Transmission and distribution expense. wt 1, 590 2,000 2,000 
Replacements and improvements... 100, 927 68, 300 110, 000 
1, 440, 435 1, 534, 465 1,392, 778 
Method of financing: 
Allotment: 
Operation and maintenance 1, 553, 000 


1 Represents funds allotted to the Boulder Canyon construction and rehabilitation but scheduled under 
Boulder Canyon operation and maintenance for ‘capital improvements which cannot be performed with 
Colorado River dam fund under the Boulder Canyon Project Act. 
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Project statistics 


| 
Estimated 
Feature or item Unit Actual, fiscal 
year 1953 | Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1954 1955 

Storage dams and 1 | 1 1 
Pumping plants! 4 4 4 
Telephone lines. ..-| Miles 9 9 
Power system: 

441, 415, 692 |4, 189, 840,000 | 5, 000, 000, 000 

Total power revenues. __ =) "hia 10, 242, 641 9, 530, 000 9, 800, 000 

Kilowatts_.......... 1, 249, 800 1, 249, 800 1, 249, 800 

Patrol roads_____- 15 5 15 

Transmission lines. 14 15 15 

Substations, capacity Kilovolt- -ampere... i oie 1, 443, 100 1, 443, 100 1, 443, 100 


1 Pumping plants for water supply to Boulder City, Nev. 


BOULDER CITY, NEV. 


Mr. JENSEN. Boulder City, page 176, “Operation and maintenance”’ 


only, $550,000. Insert pages 176 through 178 in the record. 


(The material referred to follows:) 


Bovu.tperR Canyon Prosect, Boutper Ciry, Nev. 


ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 
Total, fiscal year 1953 
Fiscal year 1954: 
Allotment: 
Operation and maintenance 
Construction and rehabilitation 
Unobligated balance 


Total obligations, 1954 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955 
Total obligations, 1955 


Work proposed 1955 


$598, 855 


| Program | 


1955 


Increase (+) 


or 
decrease (—) 
from 1954 


City utilities: Costs for 1955 will be less than 1954 due to the change in opera- 
tions adopted in midyear 1954 whereby softening of city water was discon- 
tinued. This resulted in savings of labor and chemicals of approximately 
$25,700 in 1954 over 1953 and an additional savings of $11,000 in 1955 over 
1954. Anticipated increases in operation and maintenance costs will offset 
these savings somewhat in 1955- 

City management: The decrease of $4,000 is the result of the decrease in ‘special 
survey work planned in 1954, which exceeds the normal costs of these de- 

scien by about $5,000, offset by increases of $1,000 in minor items 

nicipal facilities: T he increase over the preceeding year is due primarily 
to the proposed program of housing maintenance for houses still owned by 
the Federal Government. With the increases in rental rates, plumbing 
must be repaired, and painting and other repairs must be made, which 
under the former low rental schedules, the tenants often did themselves. 
The foregoing accounts for $40,000. The balance of $31,300 represents the 
resuming of street maintenance and repair work by Government forces 

which was curtailed during 1954 due to inadequate funds. - 

Rey lacement and improvements: This decrease results from the deferral of | 

all replacement and improvement work in fiscal year 1955 


| 


550, 000 


— $10, 600 


—4, 000 


+71, 300 
—31, 700 


| +25, 000 


31, 700 
_.... —81, 700 
| 
q 
| 
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Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955 


Program Program 
Program item bo og current budget 
y year 1054 year 1955 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

City utilities operation and maintenance --.------- eee, $110, 100 $85, 600 $75, 000 
Water system. (84, 700) (59, 000) (48, 000) 

City management_ 109, 455 120, 000 116, 000 

Municipal facilities operation and maintenance... --___- 302, 300 287, 700 359, 000 

Total obligations. _..__. 598, 855 525, 000 550, 000 

Allotment: 

Operation and maintenance 590, 000 525, 000 

Unobligated balance: Operation and ‘maintenance. —31, 145 —31, 700 


! Represents funds allotted to the Boulder Canyon—construction and rehabilitation but scheduled under 
Boulder City—operation and maintenance for capital improvements which cannot be performed with 
Colorado River Dam fund under the Boulder Canyon Project Act 


REVENUES AND OPERATING COSTS 


Mr. Jensen. What is the total revenue and cost for past years, 
on this project, and are rentals as high as can be justified for com- 
parable housing elsewhere? 

Mr. Nie.tseNn, As to revenues and costs of previous years, I will 
have to submit that for the record. For the fiscal year 1955, we 
anticipate revenues from the municipal operation of $630,000. The 
budget has allowed us $550,000 with which to operate. That is not 
to say that we have an acceptable standard of maintenance in Boulder 
City, now, or that we will have under the $550,000. 

(The material referred to follows:) 

Following are revenues and operating costs for the municipality of Boulder 


City, Nev., by operating years (June 1 through May 31) from date of Boulder 
Canyon Adjustment Act through 1953: 


| 
Revenue Costs ! Revenue Costs ! 
$224, 422 $268, 368 || 1948..._..._____ Fe An $469, 293 $769, 059 
303, 976 350, 482 || 1949. 470, 784 691, 733 
341, 176 398, 068 1950... 475, 965 891, 282 
374, 614 501, 470 818, 852 
380, 227 484, 922 _ eee aes 571, 080 736, 078 
390, 854 gn ee 633, 468 765, 600 


1 Includes cost of water and power furnished city by project. 


Mr. Jensen. What progress is being made toward disposing of 
Boulder City? 

Mr. Nrevsen. We have participated in the drafting of a bill which 
would accomplish that purpose and in June or July of last year that 
bill went over to the budget, and I haven’t heard from that bill since. 

With regard to the rents, as nearly as an independent board can set 
them, they are equal to the going rate for private homes in the area. 
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HOSPITAL 


Mr. Jensen. When I was in Boulder City in December, Mr. 
Taylor brought up the hospital matter. I visited that hospital. It 
is now a 23-bed hospital. Sixteen is your average load. The hospital 
is not paying its own way. 

Mr. Nrewusen. It is running a deficit of between $40,000 and 
$60,000 a year. 

Mr. Jensen. That is one of the problems that confronts the town 
in regard to purchasing the town from the Federal Government. 
Mr. Taylor said that the $50,000 hospital would be quite a deterrent 
in making the deal. He said if the Federal Government would 
allocate $50,000 a year to the town to subsidize the hospital, it would 
help considerably in making the deal. I felt that was something 
Congress would not do. I asked Mr. Taylor what effect it would 
have if the hospital were enlarged possibly to 40 beds. He said if 
they had a 40-bed hospital it would be self-supporting. I asked 
Mr. Taylor to get an estimate on the cost of an additional 17 beds, 
to bring it up to the capacity that would make it self-supporting. 
He told me that he would supply the estimate. Now, I wonder if 
he has supplied that estimate? 

Mr. Niexsen. | think there has been some slippage, there, because 
I don’t have it. 1 wasn’t aware of that, but I can bring you up to 
date on the hospital situation, if you would like: We have almost 
organized a nonprofit corporation which is going to call itself the 
Boulder City Community Hospital Association which will be designed 
to take over the hospital and operate it as a community enterprise. 
We are expecting to reduce the deficit materially by community 
operation of the hospital, because a 40-hour week, annual leave, and 
sick leave is not so important a factor as under Government operation. 
A fund drive may be conducted each year to assist in defraying hospi- 
tal operating expense. 

We hope that we can see our way clear to helping out the hospital 
in terms of a first-aid station maintained for our work, there. We 
are working on that as fast as we can. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the population of Boulder City, now? 

Mr. Nrevsen. I would guess at about 4,000. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the population of the outlying area that you 
would consider as a trade territory? 

Mr. Nretsen. We have absolutely no trade area. 

Mr. Jensen. There is absolutely no trade area? 

Mr. Nireutsen. That’s right, because of the desert. 

Mr. Jensen. There are no other towns or villages who might send 
patients there? 

Mr. Nietsen. We have patients who come to our local doctors out 
of preference from Henderson which is about 11 miles away and even 
from Las Vegas, 24 miles away. 


COMMUNITY OWNERSHIP OF BOULDER CITY 


Mr. Jensen. I’m glad to know that you are trying to work the 
problem out so that it will not be a deterrent to the town taking over 
that property from the Federal Government. Certainly it doesn’t 
make sense, since all the work of the dam has been completed for 
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many, many years and the Federal Government shouldn’t own that 
town, or a great share of it. Not only that, but since we have such 
a terrific deficit in the Federal Treasury, any time we can relieve that 
deficit to some extent, I think we should do it. 

I hope that progress will be made in consummating that deal. 

You say they are working on it now. What are your comments on 
that, Mr. Commissioner? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We are working, trying to get the local people 
to take over the town and the hospital has been one of the stumbling 
blocks on that. However, I think the committee should realize that 
without any established trade and very little likelihood of establishing 
the trade that you would normally have in a city of that size, there 
are a great many problems to overcome. The town is entirely based 
on the people there operating the project, both from the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the other operating agencies, plus some other things, 
like the Bureau of Mines and other small things that the Federal 
Government is doing. 

Mr. Jensen. There are a lot of people who visit Hoover Dam and 
you do get traveling trade. 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is probably the entire trade outside of the 
payroll of the Federal Government and the agencies who are operating 
in there. All they have is tourist business, which is a substantial 
amount for a certain type of business. However, they do not have 
the sustained trade that you would have in a normal city of that size 
with some supporting area around it. It is very difficult for them to 
assume that responsibility. 

Mr. BupGr. What is the difference between Boulder City and 
Washington, D. C., except the matter of degree? 

Mr. Dexuermer. They are essentially the same, in which the 
Federal Government underwrites the deficit and to a large extent 
prohibits a normal growth of industry, and they also maintain park 
areas and certain facilities as they do in Washington, that would be 
a burden on the community if they did not—and they would be 
ey sone | to build those up, to get the maximum return. 

r. Nrevsen. Mr. Chairman, I think I should tell you that there 
is no money in this budget for operation of the hospital next year. 


NEW GENERATOR 


Mr. Bunge. Mr. Nielsen, on this item pertaining to the installation 
of unit N-8, is that installation being made in the same manner which 
the previous installations were handled? 

r. Nretsen. That comes out of a formal request from the oper- 
ating agents, the request in turn having been made to them by the 
customers, and they undertake to pay out the full cost within 50 years 
from the time the unit goes into operation. 

Mr. Bupae. There is no variance between this and the prior 
contracts? 

Mr. Nretsen. No, sir. 


| 

| 

| 
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DAVIS DAM PROJECT 


Mr. JENSEN. We turn to the Davis Dam project, page 183. You 
are asking for $2,761,000 for construction. 

Insert pages 180 through 186 in the record. 

(The information is as follows:) 


ParkeR-Davis Prosect, ARIZONA-CALIFORNIA-N EVADA—PRoOJECT Data 


Authorization 

The Parker-Davis Dam project was authorized by the River and Harbor Act 
of August 30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1028). The Davis Dam project was authorized on 
April 26, 1941, by the Secretary of the Interior, under provisions of the Reclama- 
tion Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187). 


Location 

In southeastern California and Nevada, south and northwestern Arizona. Both 
Parker and Davis Dams are located on the Colorado River. 
Description 

The Parker-Davis project is a multipurpose project consisting of 2 dams, and 
reservoirs, 2 hydroelectric powerplants, 26 substations, and 33 transmission-line 
circuits totaling 1,583.6 miles. The total combined capacity of Parker and Davis 
powerplants is 345,000 kilowatts. The Parker-Davis project also handles 165,000 
and 132,500 kilowatts of Hoover powerplant capacity for the Arizona Power 
Authority and the Colorado River Commission of Nevada, respectively. Addi- 
tionally, Siphon Drop powerplant on the lower Colorado bas an installed capacity 
of 2,000 kilowatts, which makes a total combined capacity handled by the project 
of some 644,500 kilowatts. The system allows interchange of power and energy 
between the Parker, Davis, and Hoover powerplants, furnished power and energy 
to project customers and to the Yuma-Mesa and Wellton-Mohawk pumping 
plants of the Gila project, and also serves to wheel Hoover energy for the States of 
Arizona and Nevada. 


Status 

The construction of the Parker Dam and powerplant is complete and they are 
in full operation. Construction of the Davis Dam and related facilities began 
in August 1942. As of June 30, 1953, these facilities were approximately 91 
percent complete. Davis Dam is functionally complete and the powerplant is in 
full operation. All major transmission lines ana substations, with the exception 
of Prescott substation, Yuma area 69-kilovolt conversion, and the new lines and 
substations for steam plant wheeling, have been substantially completed and are 
in operation. Work is underway on all of the remaining transmission facilities 
including preconstruction work on the new substation additions. Operation and 
maintenance buildings were completed except for minor equipment installations. 

During fiscal year 1953 a contract with the Arizona Power Authority was 
executed (contract for wheeling of electric energy symbol and No. 14-06-300-63, 
April 30, 1953) whereby the Bureau will wheel the output of a steam electric 
generating station being built by the Arizona Public Service Co. to electric loads 
throughout Arizona. Under this contract the Bureau plans to build about 47 
miles of 115-kolovolt transmission lines to connect the steam plant to the Parker- 
Davis transmission system, build 3 new substations and 2 taps, enlarge or alter 
7 existing substations, add metering and very minor equipment in 3 substations 
and ht banat and provide control and metering facilities at the steam plant 
terminal. 


Repayment! 
The amount allocated to commercial power for repayment and the repayment 
period are: 


Power: 
() 


Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation and Mexican treaty: 
Power: 
interest Camponent: Totelsici $24, 702, 670 


1 As per January 1954 repayment study. 
2 Construction costs allocated to commercial power will be repaid within 50 years from date individual 
facility becomes revenue producing. 


) 
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Costs ! 

Original estimated cost, Davis Dam project only____..-_.-----.- $41, 200, 000 

Present estimated cost: 
144, 773, 673 

Joint allocation of cost: 
Unallocated increase. ‘ 146, 900 


Schedule of development 


| Through 
Fiscal year, Fiscal year,| 
| ur, 1954 1955 Ultimate 


Parker-Davis (combined): 
| 345, 000 345, 000 345, 000 345, 000 
Average power rates (mills per kilowatt-hour): 

Firm, Davis contracts at 50 percent load factor 
Nonfirm (average). 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligations to June 30, 110, 281, 932 
Allotment available, fiscal year 1954__-_.-.._-.----- $2, 212, 869 
Prior-year balance available. - 871, 929 
Balance available in subsequent year__.......--..-. —200, 000 
Reclamation trust fund (CRC)_........--..--.---.- 10, 000 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1954..._......-.-.-..-.--.- 2, 894, 798 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955 .. $2, 761, 000 
Prior year balance available_._.....--...-.-------- 200, 000 

Total obligation, fiscal year 1955-_-_-.-.-...-.----.------ 2, 961, 000 


Work proposed for fiscal year 1955 

During fiscal year 1955, exclusive of additions under the wheeling contract, 
remaining equipment installations at Coolidge and Blythe substations will be 
completed; installation of additional facilities (microwave) for telemetering, 
relaying and communication between Parker and Phoenix will be substantially 
completed; the only uncompleted physical work remaining by June 30, 1955, will 
be at Maricopa and Gila substations for which major equipment deliveries are 
not anticipated prior to fiscal year 1956, and conversion of the Gila-Wellton- 
Mohawk 34.5-kilovolt lines to 161 kilovolt. Some work on record drawings and 
cost reports will also be unfinished. The bulk of the system additions under the 
wheeling contract will be completed during fiscal year 1955. This work will 
include construction and installation work at Casa Grande, Oracle, Maricopa, 
Cochise, and Gila substations and Bouse and Nogales tap. Remaining work 
under the wheeling contract, as of June 30, 1955, will consist of payments on 
supply contracts and actual installation of equipment at Prescott, Maricopa, 
Cochise, and Gila substations. 


Justification 
Since Bridge Canyon development has been deferred, the Arizona Public Service 


Co. is financing the construction of a 200-megawatt steam plant at Redrock, 
Ariz., to aid in meeting an increased demand for power in the project area. It 


! Combined with Parker Dam power project for operation and repayment. 
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is situated in such a way that its connection to the Parker-Davis transmission 
system can be accomplished by the construction of a relatively small amount of 
transmission lines. ll parties concerned have recognized from the outset of 
preparation of plans for the new steam plant that much money and material 
could be saved if an agreement could be reached whereby the energy to be gen- 
erated at the plant could be transmitted with relatively minor additions over 
existing Bureau transmission facilities. An arrangement such as this would 
eliminate the necessity of the company duplicating most of the Bureau’s 115- 
kilovolt lines in the area. Cooperative efforts of the Bureau, the Arizona Power 
Authority and the company in this direction have culminated in the wheeling 
contract between the Bureau and the Authority and the companion contract for 
transmission of electric power and energy between the Authority and the company. 

Construction of the new steam plant is well along, with the first of its planned 
two 100,000-kilowatts units expected to be in service in June 1954 with the second 
unit scheduled for completion in 1955. Work is now underway on most of the 
facilities to carry out this wheeling arrangement. Delivery periods for many of 
the items to be installed on the Bureau’s system now amount to 600 days or more. 
It is therefore necessary that work in connection with these additions to the Davis 
Dam project proceed at once in order that the equipment may be in service by 
the time it is needed. 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


| } | 
» > “ei | 
Total to | Program, | Program, | Balance to 


Program item | Estimated June 30, current budget 
. total | 1953 year 1954 | year 1955 | complete 
(1) | (2) (3) | (4) (5) (6) 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM | 
Davis Dam and Reservoir. $36, 783, 000 |$36,612,726 | $170, 274 
Davis Powerplant____.. ee oa 24, 400, 000 | 24, 174,334 | 225, 666 
Terminal facilities at Davis Dam_. 4,255,000 | 4, 235, 883 19, 117 
Genera’ plant at Davis Dam i 2, 104, 000 2, 101, 986 | 2,014 
Dav s-Kingman and Needles 69-kilovolt } } 
tap lines 4 300, 651 | 281, 651 19, 000 P Ge 
Davis- Mesa-Coolidge 230-kilovolt line._.__| 15, 908,070 | 14, 945, 670 | 783, 400 
Davis-Hoover interconnection... 3, 921, 666 3, 880, 666 36, 100 
Davis-Parker 230-kilovolt line 2, 087, 583 | 2, 087, 583 |__. ; | 
Parker 230-kilovolt switchyard 4,055,020 | 4, 008, 620 | 44, 000 x | Sener 
Second Parker-Gila 161-kilovolt line __- 2,941,474 | 2,608,474 266, 000 67, 000 ay Sete 
Second Parker-Phoenix 161-kilovolt line___| 1, 076, 980 1, 076, 980 | 
Phoenix Substation additions______ 4,064,242 | 3, 504, 242 | 512, 000 | 
Second Phoenix-Tucson and Coolidge- | | | 
ED-5 crosstie 115-kilovolt lines. ____- 4,809,440 | 4,481, 181 | 129, 259 129, 000 | $70, 000 
Tueson-Cochise 115-kilovolt line_._. 1,459,549 | 1,366, 549 91, 000 2, 000 | 
Yuma 34.5-kilovolt improvements and ex- | | | 
1, 073, 807 65, 000 | 251, 000 306, 600 
Power supply to Wellton-Mohawk Divi- | | 
840, 851 | 758, O51 | 3, 700 5, 500 | 73, 600 
Project carrier-current system. 105, 169 | 89, 169 | 16, 000 
Substation additions (APA Wheeling con- | | 
EE: IN, 3, 937, 900 | 347,978 | 1,090, 113 1, 296, 667 1, 203, 142 


Original Wheeling contract | (3, 363, 600) (347, 978)| (1,069, 113)! (1,090, 667)} (855, 842) 
Supplemental Wheeling contract (574, 300) |..........- } (21, 000) (206,000)! (347, 300) 
Henderson Substation additions (CRC | 
Wheeling contract)... 2, 310, 000 111,000 | 1,029,200 | 1, 169, 800 
General plant at Parker Dam_. 471, 155 | 471, 156 
General plant, transmission system 406, 681 103, 681 | 50, 000 118, 000 135, 000 
System operation and maintenance area | 2,029,000 | 1,971,154 | 50, 846 | 7,000 }...... ener 
Plant cost 48, 715 | 18, 715 | 30, 000 
Service facilities to be distributed ____- 65, 000 | } 35, 000 15, 000 | 15, C00 
Total cost. 1120, 077, 553 |110, 200, 2! 667 2, 973, 142 
Service 448 100 | —48, 715 
Stores 2, 123, , 988 —45, 000 
Project investigations t 378 13, 301 | | —14, 923 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures__|—1, 302,745 |—3, 237, 714 | 406,164 | 1,553,016 | —24,211 


Total expenditures. 
Unliquidated obligations... 


Total obligations. 


Method of financing: 
Allotment, fiseal year 1954__. 


118, 783, 186 |109, 547, 739 


734,193 | —362, 761 


3, 257, 559 | 


/118, 783, 186 |110, 281, 932 | 2, 894, 798 | 


| 


2, 212, 869 | 


3, 137, 595 2, 840, 293 
—176, 595 Fe 194, 837 
2,961,000 | 2, 645, 456 


Prior year balance available. 871, 929 ry “200, 000 
Balance available in subsequent | —200, 000 |.....--. 
10, 000 | 


Allotments required. 


2, 761,000 | 2,645, 000 


3 
| | | 
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TRANSMISSION LINES 


Mr. Jensen. Now, Mr. Nielsen, will vou give the committee a 
brief statement on the amount of the $2,761,000 you are requesting. 

Mr. Nretsen. That goes primarily to a completion of the basic 
Davis transmission system and in good part to our obligations under 
our wheeling contract with the Arizona Power Authority. That 
means that we had a basic contract to make available facilities which 
would deliver the Davis energy to the customers. Then as the system 
grew, we undertook to meet those additional requirements for delivery 
through a separate contract with the Arizona Power Authority under 
which they would request certain additions and would pay for that 
outside the basic and primary contract. 

Mr. Jensen. You are asking for money to complete lines to certain 
points. You are not going beyond the original point of distribution, 
are you? In other words, you are not asking for money to build any 
lines past points that were originally designated? 

Mr. Nreusen. Yes, sir; I think that’s correct as to extension of our 
lines. We are providing additional facilities through which to deliver. 
That is substations and switching stations, at the request of the 
customer. 

Mr. Jensen. You are not going beyond the load center points that 
have been originally designated? 

Mr. Nietsen. That’s right. 


MICROWAVE SYSTEM 


Mr. Jensen. The microwave program was specifically disallowed 
last year, but on page 183 you have stated that installation of this 
equipment is to be completed in 1955. Has the installation been 
started? 

Mr. Nietsen. No, sir; there are funds in this budget for getting 
that started. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you attempt to justify that request? 

Mr. Nietsen. That microwave system would go between Phoenix, 
our load-dispatching center, and Parker Dam. We are trying there 
to get along with carrier current. We have the facility there which 
should only have about 10 channels and we have about 18. It is 
overcrowded to the point where we can’t get reliable operation in 
terms of telephone conversation, automatic switching and automatic 
relaying, and our automatic metering. 

Now, we have explored every known alternative and, of course, 
our chief engineer has looked at that problem very carefully, and I 
might say critically, as well. That is the recommendation which he 
gives to us as the solution for that problem. 

Mr. Jensen, Are private utilities moving toward the use of micro- 
wave systems, and do they find it economically feasible? 

Mr. Nretsen. I think Mr. McPhail could answer that. 

Mr. Mcpuai. Yes, sir; they are, Mr. Chairman. They are going 
into it very extensively. Nearly all systems of magnitude in the 
country are either fully equipped with microwave, or are partially 
equipped with it in their critical communications. 

Mr. Jensen. What is your dollar request for that item? 

Mr. Nretsen. $115,000 in fiscal year 1955 and 135,000 in fiscal 
year 1956 to complete. 


i 
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I have a statement on the mocrowave installation, here, if you 
would like to have me make it for the record. 

Mr. JeNSEN. Please do. 

Mr. Nieisen. The Parker-Davis projects have an integrated power 
system which provides the largest single power supply in Arizona. 
It is also interconnected with the other major power suppliers in the 
area, principally with the Arizona Public Service Co. and the Salt 
River Water Users Association power systems. In addition, it is 
interconnected and closely integrated with the Hoover powerplant. 
In view of the contractual relations with the metropolitan water 
district, one-half of the power supply of Parker powerplant is required 
by that agency which, in turn, has recently sold such supply to the 
Southern California Edison Co. with delivery over the MWD lines 
to the west from the interconnection of Parker with its system at 
Gene, Calif. 

The operation of the Parker-Davis system with the numerous 
points of power delivery and the interconnecting and integrating 
operating problems have necessitated the location of a dispatcher’s 
office at Phoenix, Ariz. At this central point it is necessary to pro- 
vide many communication channels for proper, rapid, and reliable 
service. These channels are for audio communication, telemetering, 
supervisory control, and automatic high-speed relaying. The com- 
munication channels for these various purposes are particularly con- 
gested between Phoenix and Parker Dam, as Parker Dam is the 
relaying point for further communication to Davis and Hoover power- 
plants, and for relaying to the MWD and to the Yuma area. In 
addition with the recent turning over to Southern California Edison 
Co. by the MWD of its share of the Parker generation, the Southern 
California Edison Co. has been pressing for a direct channel of com- 
munication between its dispatcher at Los Angeles and our dispatcher 
at Phoenix. The company’s request is reasonable because its dis- 
patcher is responsible for receiving and integrating one-half of the 
power output of Parker into its system, and the Bureau dispatcher 
at Phoenix is charged with the full control and dispatching of both 
the Parker and the Davis output. 

Because of (1) the growing necessity for the above-mentioned com- 
munications; (2) the fact that all communication to date between 
Parker and Phoenix is by carrier current equipment; and (3) the 
limited area of the radio spectrum (50 to 200 kilocycles) it has been 
necessary to crowd the channels so close together that they are 
dangerously interfering with each other and rendering such com- 
munication not only substandard but at times inoperative. This 
being the case, there are times when such interference is not only 
seriously interfering with the proper operation of the power system, 
but also introducing hazards which dangerously contribute to break- 
down of the system. 

Manufacturers of this type of communication recommend that 
for satisfactory operations, channels must be spaced at least 10 kilo- 
cycles apart, or 10 percent of the operating frequency, whichever is 
greater. Our 2 most congested stations are Parker with 18 carrier 
channels and Phoenix with 16 carrier channels, so that closer spacing 
has been inevitable with resulting serious interferences. 

Our chief engineer has investigated means of relieving and improving 
the situation. One way is to put some of the channels on a telephone 
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line located under one of the power lines between Parker and Phoenix. 
The maximum relief that could be afforded by this means would be 
four channels. The chief engineer pointed out, however, that a major 
weakness of this type of system is that the open telephone line itself 
is not reliable and the relief is limited to four channels at best. With 
the growing importance of our system as a trunk system, which in 
addition to its present use will soon be further loaded by our tie-in 
to the new Arizona Public Service steam plant, the communication 
system becomes increasingly important. For these reasons this 
alternative will not be satisfactory. 

A second alternative considered was the use of leased Bell communi- 
eation channels. The chief engineer considered this and determined 
that for more than two channels the cost of such service would exceed 
the cost of the third alternative which would be microwave. The cost 
of the Bell service would be as follows: 


Estimated 

Number of leased channels: annual cost 


The other alternative which offers the only real solution, both for 
the urgent immediate needs and for not foreclosing on future needs, 
is a microwave link on the greatly congested and overcrowded Parker- 
Phoenix tie. The immediate relief afforded by the minimum estimated 
requirement of 5 channels is estimated to cost $26,600 a year. In 
addition, such a microwave installation would effectively permit suf- 
ficient separation between the eastern and western areas of the system 
so that on each section of the system with this separation, the same 
wavelength carriers could be used as separate communication channels 
without interference. This would permit adequate spacing of re- 
maining carrier channels (carrier channels would be continued on the 
western and eastern division) to render proper and satisfactory service. 

Finally, the microwave provision of 5 channels does not exhaust 
the potentialities of this type of communication. This is most im- 
portant since additional channels can be added at very low increase 
in annual cost. In view of the growing importance and necessity of 
close interconnection and integration and the fact that such operation 
permits more complete utilization of the system with increased 
revenues to the Government, if is important that future low-cost 
expansion not be foreclosed. 

It is therefore the considered opinion that both from an engineering 
and an economic standpoint, the microwave link between Phoenix and 
Parker is not only justified but no other alternative can offer com- 
parable or even adequate relief to the present situation at anywhere 
near as low a cost. Also in view of the present unsatisfactory and in- 
creasingly hazardous operation of the system due to overcrowding of 
necessary communication channels, the earliest possible relief should 
be afforded. 


TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO THE GILA PROJECT 


Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Chairman, in connection with the Davis 
Dam project, we have ap item included for the Henderson substation 
in the amount of $1,029,200 which we will not now need for fiscal year 
1955. Also we have $220,000 included in the item ‘Substation addi- 
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tions (APA wheeling contract)’’ for the Prescott substation which we 
will not need for fiscal year 1955. We have a request before the Bu- 
reau of the Budget to transfer these funds totaling $1,249,200 to the 
Gila project for 1955. Perhaps you would want to consider those in 
the committee as we discussed this morning rather than have us hanale 
it through the Bureau of the Budget that way. 

Mr. Jensen. You have already made the request to the Bureau of 
the Budget? 

Mr. Drexuermer. It was in the same request that we had in the 
transfer discussed this morning. 

Mr. JeNsEN. All right, we will consider that. We will let you know. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I just wanted to call your attention to the fact 
that in this budget there is $1,200,000, approximately, that we do 
not now require for 1955, but we may need the money in other places. 

Mr. JensEN. You know absolutely and definitely that you will 
not need this money for the Davis Dam project? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, sir. 


COMPLETION OF CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Jensen. This $2,761,000 which you are requesting for the 
Davis Dam project, will that complete your construction? 

Mr. Nietson. Except that a transmission system is always growing 
in terms of adaptation to the load and the way the load shifts; full 
completion of the facilities now contemplated is programed for 
fiscal year 1957. 

Mr. Jensen. This project has been in progress for many, many 
years. It is much farther along and you know more definitely what 
is going to be required for that project in the future than is the case 
in the Eklutna project. Wouldn’t that be a fair statement? 

Mr. Dexuermer. It would be, with the exception of the greatly 
expanding demand, particularly in Arizona for power, and in that 
connection, we have in the last few weeks been negotiating with the 
Arizona Power Authority, a public body of the State, for the possible 
purchase of the facilities in Arizona by that body, so that they can 
provide the necessary funds and the necessary lines ard substations 
to meet their demands, rather than having to depend on Federal 
appropriations. 

STATE POWER AUTHORITIES 


Mr. Jensen. The State of Arizona has what they call an Arizona 
Power Authority. I think possibly it is the only State in the Union 
which has such an authority, except for the State of Nebraska. Is 
that right? 

Mr. Dexuemer. Nebraska has one that is quite similar. 

Mr. McPuait. Nevada has a similar one. It doesn’t operate so 
extensively, but they are closely related. They call it the Colorado 
River Commission. 

Mr. Jensen. That’s right, but it isn’t quite in the same category. 

Mr. McPuarn. Not quite. 

Mr. JENSEN. It involves other States, does it not? 

Mr. McPuar. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Isn’t it dependent on other States because of the flow 
of the Colorado River? 

42590—54— pt. 2-14 


940 


Mr. McPuatt. No, sir; it is the agency formed within the State to 
take and handle the State allotment of power from the two projects. 

Mr. Jensen. We will give you the committee’s position on that in 
due time, Mr. Commissioner. 


SAGUARO STEAM PLANT LINE 


What was finally done about the line to the Saguaro steam plant? 

Mr. Nrievsen. You finally gave us clearance to go ahead with those. 
I should say that one of those is essentially complete with the other 
two well along. 

Mr. Jensen. Is this same one referred to as Red Rock steam plant 
on page 184 of the justifications? 

Mr. Nrevsen. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bupce. How much are you asking this year for that line? 

My recollection was that the committee report instructed the 
Secretary to see if that line could be built in some other way than to 
have the Federal Government do it. 

Mr. McPuatm. That was thoroughly investigated and the decision 
was made on the agreement of all parties down there that the Gov- 
ernment would build the three short circuits involved. 

Mr. Jensen. Here is the directive which the committee put in 
its report last year. 

Davis Dam project: The committee has disallowed $464,080 of the budget 
request. This amount was programed for microwave equipment which is specifi- 
eally disallowed— 


and then the next paragraph: 


The committee has information to the effect that a private utility may be willing 
to construct transmission lines and other facilities for which $2,149,887 is pro- 
gramed in the budget, to tie its own steam plant into the Davis Dam distribution 
system. Should the utility which owns this plant make an acceptable proposition, 
the committee instructs the secretary to accept their proposal. 

That is what we are trying to find out, now. 

Mr. Nigtsen. We have not had that proposal. Your committee 
has had a letter from Mr. Groh, who is vice president of the Arizona 
Public Service Co., saying that the proposition of joint ownership 
wouldn’t be practicable there. He urged that we get going on those 
lines, and left for later consideration the idea of their taking over the 
lines, perhaps, but he did urge upon this committee that the Bureau 
be permitted to go ahead and get those lines in. 

Mr. Jensen. I remember the letter. The Bureau then considered 
the matter closed? 

Mr. Nrevsen. No, I’m of the opinion that that was reported back 
to vou, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. McPuai. It was reported back in the Senate committee 
hearings, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, | remember that, and then did the conferees 
agree? 

Mr. McPuat. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. The conference report left the item in. 

Mr. McPuaix. That is my recollection. 

Mr. Linewraver. That is my recollection; ves, sir. 

Mr. Dexnermmer. The specific allowance was $3,767,920, on the 
Davis Dam. 
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Mr. Jensen. We never did countermand the instruction that the 
proposal should be accepted, should it be made in good faith. 

Mr. Nretsen. We have never had that proposal and I don’t think 
we are likely to get such a proposal. I have worked with them 
directly on it and there has been a very fine relationship between the 
three agencies, the Arizona Public Service Co., the power authority, 
and the Bureau. 

Mr. Bupaes. Mr. Chairman, could I have an answer to my question, 
nere? 

Mr. Nistsen. As to how much money is in there. 

Mr. Bunce. In this year’s budget for that line. 

Mr. NuiusEen. $63,000 for the Saguaro oracle, $57,000 for the 
Saguaro—ED-—5, and $18,000 for Second Phoenix-Tucson Reroute 
that will complete it. 

Mr. BupGes. That does not quite agree with the figures we had last 
year as to the total cost. 

Mr. Chairman, I just can’t understand why the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion should build a transmission line out to an isolated steam plant 
owned by a private utility, to bring that private utility’s power into 
the Bureau’s system and wheel it over the Bureau’s lines. Now, 
if it’s anybody’s responsibility to get the power away from that 
steam plant, it seems to me it is the private utility’s and not the 
Bureau of Reclamation. I am quite surprised to find that, I believe 
$111,000, was spent this last fiscal year, in spite of the House language. 
It seems to me there should have been some checking back with the 
committee to get around the language that the committee intention- 
ally put in the committee report. 

Mr. Jensen. I guess the only answer to that, Mr. Budge, is that 
we did not insert any language in the conference report, which is the 
final action of the committees of Congress. In this respect, as in all 
others, if we failed to get instructions in the conference report, then 
it is assumed by the Bureau, since there was no mention of it in the 
conference report where the House committee also sits, that the House 
committee has agreed that this item could be included in the final bill. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, that might present a very interesting 
legislative interpretation. I am not so sure that the fact that the 
conference committee is silent upon the prohibition which has been 
placed in the House report, doesn’t mean just the reverse, that the 
conferees concur in the previous report. Just mere silence in there 
doesn’t seem to me to, as you say, countermand the language in the 
House report. 

Mr. Jensen. You may be right, but I think you will find that the 
Bureau of Reclamation, as do all other agencies of the Government, 
takes the conference report as the final consensus of the Congress. 

Mr. Buper. There may have been even specific language in the 
conference report. As to that I don’t recall, but I still do not feel 
that this is any function of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Jensen. I think you are exactly right, and that is why the 
committee inserted that directive. I concur with you completely, 
and I hope that we will never again appropriate money for a trans- 
mission line that falls in this category. In my opinion it is spending 
the taxpayer’s money needlessly. Certainly if we had refused to 
appropriate this money for this transmission line, the private utilities 
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involved would have spent their own money and built this line to 
give this outlet to their power. 

This is one place where I think the conference fell down on its job, 
or on its responsibility. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Mr. Chairman, | have here the conference report 
which states: 

The conferees have approved the construction program as set forth in the 
House report and modified in the Senate report, except for the items listed below, 
which have been approved in the amounts indicated. 

The amount indicated for Davis Dam was $3,767,920 which is the 
full amount with the exception of the microwave equipment. So, by 
that specific exception we thought that we had approval and we still 
believe we had approval for that work: that is in the specific language 
of the conference report. 

Mr. Bupee. Still in my book, Mr. Commissioner, if you did have 
it, you weren’t entitled to it—I don’t mean you—I mean the Bureau 
of Reclamation has no business going out in the desert and building 
a transmission line to carry some private utility’s power. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Budge, perhaps a little explanation of the 
operation of that Arizona Power—— 

Mr. BupGe. We went into it at some length last year. I think 
the committee is familiar with what was intended and what the 
history of it is. We spent some time with it last year. Of course, 
you were not present, at that time. 


PARKER-DAVIS PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. We turn to Parker-Davis project, page 189. Opera- 


tion and maintenance only. Insert page 189 through 192 in the 
record. 
(The information is as follows:) 


ParkER-Davis Project, Artzona-CALIFORNIA-NEVADA 
ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 
Total, fiseal year 1953 : $2, 346, 795 
Fiscal vear 1954: 


Emergency fund allotment 


Total obligations, 1954 1, 938, 805 
Fiscal year 1955: 
Allotment. 
Funds advanced by Metropolitan Water Dis- 


2, 383, 500 


|| 4 

Funds advanced by Metropolitan Water Dis- 
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Work proposed, 1955 


Program 1955 | decrease (—) 


| Increase (+) or 
| from 1954 


Electric generation: For normal operation and maintenance of Parker 
ay and Davis Dam and powerplants under full maintenance sched- 
ules____ 

Other production expense: For purchase of power, available from the 
Yuma project, and other normal costs 

Transmission expense: For normal operation and maintenance to trans- 
mission lines and substations: The increase is due to resuming essen- 
tial maintenance and to recruitme 


| 
POWER FACILITIES | 
| 


+$261, 991 


Total obligations +-444, 695 


Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955 


Program 
budget 
year 1955 


Program 
current 
| year 1954 


: Total prior 
Program item year 195: 


(1) (3) 


POWER FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 


Electric generation. ___ 
Other production 
Transmission 
Replacements and improvements. --- 
Total obligations 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


Trust and working funds 
Emergency 


—95, 465 


"72, 848 


101, 412 | 


Project statistics 


Feature or item 


| 


| 
| Actual, fiseal 
| year 1953 


$818, 696 | 
41, 650 | 
1, 078, 459 


$1, 080, 687 
40, 960 
1, 261, 853 


1, 938, 805 


2, 383, 500 
1, 762, 400 


2, 203, 100 
180, 400 


140, 905. 


35, 500 


Estimated 


Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1954 


Storage dam and reservoirs | Number... 
Telephone lines. Miles 
Power system: 
Total power revenues____ 
Plant capacity 
Access roads 1, 375 
Transmission 1, 584 
Substations cenemnouthal 26 | 26 


2 
175 


.-|1, 757, 032, 226 
6, 308, 346 | 
9 


1, 466, 200, 000 
6, 455, 000 | 6, 652, 000 
2 


2 2 2 
345, 000 345, 000 345, 000 


1,375 | 


Mr. Jensen. Will you briefly explain the justification for the 
amount asked for the Parker-Davis project? 

Mr, Nreusen. Well, the Parker-Davis project is an administrative 
device for operating that system of ours, including Parker, Davis and 
Siphon Drop powerplants, and the transmission system. 

About 40 percent of the operation and maintenance funds goes for 
the salaries of people directly at the powerhouses and directly on the 


| 
| 
$1, 080, 687 | 
40, 960 | —690 
; 1, 261, 853 | +183, 394 
| 
} 
| (4) 
| 
po 
$882, 230 | 
87, 042 | 
902, 450 
475, 073 
2, 346, 795 
Advances by Metropolitan Water | 
| 
| 
| 2 
175 
1,375 
| 1, 584 
29 
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job. About 40 percent goes for maintenance and about 20 percent 
oes for the service facilities that go along with that operation. 
illing, superintendence and all that sort of thing. We are operating 
this year at an undesirably low level of maintenance. We hope to 
catch that up in some degree next year, but we still won’t be at the 
level which represents good standard utility practice in our judgment. 


SURPLUS MATERIAL 


Mr. Jensen. In all these projects you carry a supply of repair 
materials do you not? 

Mr. Nrexsen. That’s right. That supply has been building up 
over a period of many, many years. 

Mr. Jensen. I am wondering about how many dollars we have 
invested in repair equipment, and how much of that amount of repair 
equipment is obsolete or is not necessary and could be disposed of? 

Mr. Nretsen.. Of course, I can’t answer for the Bureau as a whole. 
However, I can tell you that in our region we are making a very real 
effort to clean out that stock and cut it down to the size which repre- 
sents an appropriate backlog. I can report that during the calendar 
year 1953, our region disposed of $305,000 worth of surplus materials. 
We declared available $46,000 worth. 

Mr. Jensen. For disposal? 

Mr. Nigusen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. How do you dispose of it and to whom? 

Mr. Nrevsen. That is not an easy process. We dispose of it first 
among our own operating projects. Then circularization is made 
within the Bureau, the Department of the Interior, and finally we go 
through the process with GSA. They look around for a customer and 
if they can’t find a customer, we are back on our own, trying to sell it 
on the open market. It is a long tedious process. 

Mr. Jensen. About what percent of the original cost do you realize? 

Mr. Nrevsen. Fortunately, I have that here. Total disposals last 
year, $305,000. Total proceeds from disposals, $79,000. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you sell to the first customer who comes along? 

Mr. Nievsen. Within the Government we do, yes, sir; but on the 
open market we ask for bids. We take the highest bid. 

Mr. Jensen. Is it well publicized? 

Mr. NIELSEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JensEN. To concerns that may need it? 

Mr. Nretsen. We do our best. We have an extensive mailing list. 


DAVIS DAM TRANSMISSION LINES 


Mr. Buper. Could we back up here a minute? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Bupar. Going back to this transmission line we were talking 
about under the Davis Dam item, I note that the conference report 
came out under date of July 25, 1953. I note here on page 181 of 
the justification, the following language: 

During fiscal year 1953, a contract with the Arizona Power Authority was 
executed (contract for steven | of electric energy symbol and No. 14-06-300-63, 
April 30, 1953) whereby the Bureau will wheel the output of a steam electric 
generating station being built by the Arizona Public Service Co. to electric loads 
throughout Arizona. 


i 
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Are those the lines that we were talking about, that are covered in 
this contract dated April 30, 1953? 

Mr. Nievsen. I want to be sure we are talking about the same 
thing. We have about 45 miles out of Saguaro. 

Saguaro plant here [indicating], going out to one line on either side. 
An analogy might be that if that were a water pipeline we would put 
a new well down at the end of the system, introducing this new pro- 
duction at this end of the system, and we are dispersing that produc- 
tion all through the system to our very great advantage and to the 
customer’s very great advantage. 

Mr. Bupexr. What was the date of the contract that you signed to 
handle this power from the Red Rock? 

Mr. Nretsen. I would have to say in the absence of any other 
information it is this contract of April 30, 1953. 

Mr. Bupae. That is what I’m afraid it is, too, which was sometime 
before the conference report ever came out. 

Mr. Nie.tsen. Of course that contract couldn’t operate without 
funds and I think there was a considerable discussion of our operations 
with you. 

Mr. BupGe. There was considerable discussion of that line before 
this committee last year, and I’m rather interested to know if the 
contract was signed right after the Bureau of Reclamation left the 
committee room, 

Mr. McPuaut. I might point out that that covered wheeling over 
a very extensive system—perhaps 1,000 miles of line—as compared 
to this 1 portion of some 40 miles total for 3 lines. 

Mr. Bupes. Did it include this? 

Mr. McPuai. I don’t know that these were mentioned. The 
additional facilities that would be required to be divided by everybody 
were assumed in the contract to be provided one way or another, and 
as I recall the contract, it did not specify individual additions to the 
system. I don’t recall that these lines were mentioned, although I 
would have to refresh my memory about it. It was still subject to 

Mr. Bupaer. I appreciate that, but it is just like some of the other 
items which the Department of the Interior took on last year, such 
as the Yellowtail-Lovell transmission line. Apparently the language 
that is in our committee report does not have much influence, if you 
leave the room and then go downtown and sign a contract to do just 
what we said they should completely investigate before they instructed 
the Secretary that it could be done. 

I would like a statement in the record as to whether this contract 
that you refer to here includes this Red Rock transmission service. 

Mr. Nievsen. If we go to the next sentence on that page 181, | 
can clear this up: “Under this contract the Bureau plans to build 
about 47 miles of transmission lines to connect the steam plant to 
the Parker-Davis transmission system. 

Mr. Bupaer. That is it, then? 

Mr. Nietsen, That's it; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bunge. It is dated April 30, and the conference report is 
July 30. 

Mr. Jensen. It doesn’t look too good. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We can furnish a statement for the record on 
that particular contract, which as Mr. McPhail points out, covers 
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wheeling for a thousand miles or more of transmission line. ‘This 
would be an incidental thing that would be covered under a wheeling 
contract when and if it were built, however we would need that con- 
tract regardless of this item. 

Mr. Nrevsen. That’s right. 

Mr. Buper. Was any language put in there as to this item? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I would like to furnish that for the record. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Contract No. 14-06-300-63 between the United States and Arizona Power 
Authority executed on April 30, 1958, does not specifically provide for the Bureau 
of Reclamation to construct transmission lines to interconnect the Arizona Public 
Service Co.’s steam plant with the transmission system of the Davis Dam project. 
However, the contract does recognize that certain transmission facilities are 
required be‘ore the contract can become effective. 

Article 12 (b) states in the first sentence as follows: 

“* * * Certain additional facilities are required for the Davis system in 
connection with transmission of energy from the aforesaid steam plant and 
other sources of energy available to the State * * *.” 

and article 10 states: 

“* * * Anything in this contract to the contrary notwithstanding, the 
United States shall not be obligated to transmit energy for the State unless 
and until the construction of the facilities required for such transmission 
has been completed * * *,” 

The Bureau of Recigtnation recognizes that House Report 314 on H. R. 4828, 
the appropriation bill for the Department of the Interior for fiscal year 1954, 
instructs the Department that should the utility which owns the steam plant 
make an acceptable proposal to construct transmission lines and other facilities, 
that the Secretary accept that proposal. Before the contract was executed, 
namely on April 29, 1958, Mr. George H. Groh, vice president of the Arizona 
Public Service Co., wrote to Assistant Secretary Fred G. Aandahi that it would be 
undesirable to have joint ownership and divided responsibilities in connection 
with the facilities required for the proper working of the wheeling contract, and 
further stated that the Bureau of Reclamation should proceed without delay in 
the construction of these facilities. Thereafter, on May 18, 1953, Mr. Aandahl 
informed the Bureau of Reclamation that in view of the company’s letter of 
April 29, the Bureau was authorized to undertake the construction of the trans- 
mission lines and other facilities to fulfill the Government’s contract with the 
Arizona Power Authority. Copy of the letter of April 29 from the Arizona 
Publie Service Co. is printed on pages 1836 and 1837 of the Senate hearings for 
the Department of the Interior appropriations for fiscal year 1954. 

In view of the above correspondence, and the final appropriation of funds for 
facilities necessary to implement the wheeling contract, it is believed that the 

3ureau acted in good faith and complied with all of the requests and resolutions 
laid down by the Congress before undertaking construction of the transmission 
lines interconnecting this steam plant with its Davis Dam transmission system, 


PARKER DAVIS PROJECT 
SURPLUS MATERIAL 


Mr. Kirwan. You said there was some surplus stock, here, some 
years ago, $300,000 worth. From its sale you realized $79,000; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Nrevsen. That was the value as it appeared on our books. 
We realized $79,000. 

Mr. Kirwan. How did you become so overstocked? 

Mr. Nrevsen. When you are in a construction program you may 
overorder insulators for example to provide for breakage and that sort 
of thing. You play it safe and you have some left at the end of your 
construction period. The disposal process wasn’t pushed as fast as it 
should have been, so that an accumulation resulted. 
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Mr. Kirwan. Why aren’t those surpluses given to other projects? 
Mr. Nigvsen. That is our first process of disposal, to circulate 
lists of surplus material, to our other projects. 
Mr. Jensen. Apparently they haven’t been taken advantage of. 
Mr. Nieusen. That’s right. 
Mr. Jensen. They didn’t want to buy new stuff? Are you sure of 
that? 
Mr. Nievsen. There is a doublecheck on that. 


IMPERIAL DAM PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. Imperial Dam project. Operation and maintenance, 
$50,000. Insert pages 530 through 534 in the record. 
(The material referred to follows: ) 


Proyect Data 
Authorization 

The Boulder Canyon project, of which Imperial Dam is a part, was authorized 
by the act of December 21, 1928 (45 Stat. 1057). The Interior Appropriation 
Act for fiscal year 1953 provided funds for operations at the dam other than those 
carried on by the Imperial Irrigation District. 


Location 

Imperial Dam js located approximately 19 miles upstream from Yuma, Ariz., 
on the Colorado River, and is the diversion point for the All-American Canal in 
California and the Gila gravity main canalin Arizona. Laguna Dam, an appurte- 
nance of Imperial Dam, is 3 miles downstream from Imperial. 
Description 

Under the terms of the March 1952 amendatory contract with the Imperial 
Irrigation District, operation and maintenance of the All-American Canal head- 
works and trashracks and the desilting basins at Imperial Dam, along with the 
remaining portion of the All-American Canal, was transferred to the district on 
May 1, 1952. Reserved works that will continue to be operated by the Bureau 
of Reclamation include Laguna Dam and the Gila diversion work, the sluiceway 
gates, and the overflow section of Imperial Dam. 


Status 

Construction on all features completed and project is in full operation. The 
actual operation and maintenance of the reserved works is financed with funds 
advanced by all of the water users who share in the water diverted at Imperial. 
In addition, however, the Bureau is required, under the Mexican treaty and the 
All- American amendatory contract, to continue river investigations and analyses 
in the fields of hydrography and sedimentation, prepare master schedules for all 
of the operations at Imperial and Laguna, and supervise all phases of activity in 
connection with those operations. An appropriation of $50,000 will be required 
for these purposes, to be expendec through the office of river control, region 3. 


History of project development 


Initial data: 
Planning: In 1902, shortly after passage of Reclamation Act, planning 
was begun for storage on the lower Colorado River. 
Advance planning: 1935. 
Construction: 1935. 


ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 


Allotment, fiscal year 1954 $50, 000 
Unobligated balance, fiscal year civalle. — 10, 000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 40, 000 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955_.._......--.....-.-.----.----- $50, 000 


Total obligations, fiscal year 50, 000 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


1955 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES—CARRIAGE SYSTEM 


River-control operations: For supervision of river-control operations, pre- 
paration and maintenance of a master schedule, and neeessary related 
studies. Increase covers additional amounts necessary for master schedule, 
superintendence, silt investigations, hydrography, and supplies...._..___- $48, 837 +$13, 637 

Maintenance: For maintenance of 1% miles of trail road for servicing of radio 
communication equipment at Mount Cunningham. Increase covers addi- 


tional cost for maintaining work completed in fiscal year 1954_-.........._- 1, 163 +1, 163 


Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955 


Program Program 
Program item current budget 
y year 1954 year 1955 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
IRRIGATION FACILITIES 
Carriage system: 
River control operations... $40, 525 $35, 200 $48, 837 
59, 655 40, 000 50, 000 
Method of financing: 
Allotment... 
Unobligated balance 
Allotment required. 


COLORADO RIVER FRONT RIVER AND LEVEE SYSTEM 


Mr. Jensen. Colorado River front river and levee system. Page 
535. Insert pages 535 through 541 in the record. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 

Authorization 

The act of June 28, 1946, Public Law 469, amended previous acts and authorized 
annual appropriations out of any moneys in the Treasury of the United States 
not otherwise appropriated to defray the cost of (a) operating and maintaining 
the Colorado River front work and levee system in Arizona, California, and 
Nevada; (b) constructing, improving, extending, operating, and maintaining the 
protection and drainage works and systems along the Colorado River; (c) con- 
trolling said river and improving, modifying, straightening, and rectifving the 
channel thereof; and (d) conducting investigations and studies in connection 
therewith. 
Location 


Extends along the lower Colorado River Basin from Lee Ferry to the Mexican 
boundary, a river distance of 700 miles. : 


Description 


The work program includes the alleviation of current and anticipated river 
problems, the maintenance of river-control installations, and the recording of 
river behavior. In reaches of the river where aggradation has caused flooding of 
agricultural lands and the endangering of communities and transportation, the 
water surface is lowered by improving, modifying, straightening, and rectifying 


|_| a 

Increase 

Program, (+) or de- ; 

crease (—) 

from 1954 

| | 
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the channel by dredging a new channel using the Government-owned dredge 
The Colorado. Other features of the program require extensive use of land equip- 
ment for maintaining levees and channelization, maintaining a temporary rock 
weir, and preventing as far as practicable the erosion of land along the river and 
meandering of the stream. 


Status 

Activities and equipment purchases for the Colorado River front work and levee 
system to be financed with construction funds are scheduled to be completed 
early in fiscal year 1955. All subsequent work will be financed with operation 
and maintenance appropriations. 
Repayment 

Funds appropriated for the Colorado River front work and levee system are 
nonreimbursable. Expenditures for work performed on the Yuma Levee system 
will be made from regular appropriations as augmented by transfers from the 
United States Section of the International Boundary and Water Commission. 
The Mexican Water Treaty of 1944 provides that the cost of construction, opera- 
tion, and maintenance of levees, interior drainage facilities and other works, or 
improvements to existing works necessary to protect lands within the United 
States against damage from floods resulting from construction, operation, and 
maintenance of Morelos diversion dam, shall be borne by Mexico. The Bureau 
of Reclamation has agreed to construct the Boundary Commission’s share of the 
flood-protective system simultaneously with a general strengthening program of 
the entire levee system near Yuma, Under the terms of the memorandum of 
understanding between the Boundary Commission and the Bureau of Reclamation, 
made January 12, 1951, Mexico’s share was tentatively agreed to be $2,126,000, 
subject to revision upon completion of the work to correct any imprecision in 
the estimates or to cover any unforeseen contingencies. 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1925 
Advanced planning, 1933 
Construction, 1933 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1954. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1926, $50,000. 


Costs 
Original estimated .....-. $6, 300, 000 
Allocation of cost: Nonreimbursable—River control__-__----_--_-- 6, 300, 000 
Allocation of cost: Nonreimbursable—River control. .___--_------ 9, 730, 582 


ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 


Fiseal year 1954: 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1954_..._...........-.-------- 1, 013, 500 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955_....--------.----------- eam 750, 000 
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Work proposed, 1965 


Increase (+) 
or 
decrease (—) 
from 1954 


RIVER-CONTROL FACILITIES 
Operation 


River surveys and investigations: For the continuation of studies of river 
a. including routine aggradation and retrogression surveys, Davis 
Jam to boundary; river bottom investigations in connection with land-use 
ownership, routine streamflow and irrigation studies, routine sedimenta- 
tion and salinity studies: special surveys as required; land-use survey of 
federally owned lands along the lower Colorado River; surveys by Fish and 
Wildlife Service; administration of federally owned river bottom lands; 
Pryperstion and publication of the annual report for the Office of River 
ontrol; and for supplies and expenses necessary to the above. —$1, 506 


Maintenance 


Structures and improvements: Minimum routine maintenance of 13.9 miles 
of levee in the Needles-Topock levee system, including the Needles levee 
system completed in 1946 and the Needles-Topock Channel levee com- 
peve in fiscal year 1954; continuation of work necessary for Needles- 

‘opock Channe! retention, 12.3 miles in length, the original channelization 
having been completed in fiscal year 1954; maintenance of approximately 
4 miles of channel levee under the Davis Dam to Needles levee system; 
Davis Dam to Needles Channel retention, comprising the maintenance of 
approximately 4 miles of original channelization and protective structures 
completed in this stretch of the river; routine maintenance of the temporary 
bridge, Needles; the Needles operating yard, 14 Government-owned 
houses, and 10 Government-owned trailer units of the Needles housing 
project; routine inspection of the Yuma levee system; maintenance work 
as required on the Palo Verde temporary weir; and maintenance of the 
Cibola pilot channel, comprising work necessary for retention of flow 
through the channel, and local bank-protection work. Decrease is due, in 
part, to deferment of the extension of riprap protection and maintenance of 
the Yuma levees and deferment of structure maintenance of the channeliza- 
tion insofar as possible and, because no redredging of the channel is pro- 
gramed C4 135, 326 —151, 337 

Dams and waterways: Continuation of the original channelization and chan- | 
nel levee construction by dredge operation, and construction of channel 
training structures, and bank protection work under the Channelization— 
Davis Dam to Needles, program. Increase is due to the requirement for 
additional protective structures for retention of the channelization as the | 

Replacements and improvements: Necessary preliminary work on investiga- 
tion of land ownership for acquisition of right-of-way—Davis Dam to 
Needles and major overhaul of work equipment. Decrease is due to de- 
ferring acquisition and replacement of seoled equipment and programing 
minimum amounts for equipment maintenance 


+14, 046 


Total obligations. 


Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955 


Program 
budget 
year 1954 year 1955 


( (2) (3) 


Program item pie 


RIVER CONTROL FACILITIES 


operat ion: River surveys and investigations . $103, 421 
aintenance: 
Structures and improvements 101, 971 
Dams and waterways 
Pumping and other equipment 
Replacements and improvements 


Total 


Method of financing: 
Allotment 
Unobligated balance 
Allotment required - 


Program, 
1955 
| 
| 
4) 
$93, 987 $92, 391 
286, 663 135, 326 
439, 758 453, 804 
"193,092 | 68, 479 
— 
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PALO VERDE WEIR 


Mr. JENSEN. What is your proposed program for the Palo Verde 
weir? 

Mr. Nietsen. We have just furnished a feasibility type estimate 
for the permanent diversion dam, and so far as we know, the Palo 
Verde Weir Irrigation District will bring authorization of that up as 
legislation on its own behalf. 

Mr. Jensen. They are asking for an authorization from Congress 
to build this weir. The rock weir there has been causing lots of 
trouble. We have had that before the committee for many, many 
years, and we have been allowing an appropriation to keep it in repair. 


NEEDLES AREA 


What has been the benefits of the dredging work in the vicinity 
of Needles? 

Mr. Nievsen. Well, we have the water lowered very considerably 
through Needles. The Santa Fe Railroad is in good shape. We 
have drained the very unhealthful area just north of Needles. The 
river is in a controlled channel from Needles to Topock. We have 
to keep that channel in alinement until it’s well seasoned. 

Mr. JENSEN. We were out there a few years ago and that area close 
to Needles where the river was then all over the valley was almost a 
jungle of weeds. What happened to that? 

Mr. Nrevsen. That is now dry. You are thinking of the Cali- 
fornia side. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. Are they farming some areas of it? 

Mr. Nreusen. No, sir; as a matter “of fact, there wouldn’t be a 
water supply under California’s allocations for that area: Under the 
California system of priorities for Colorado River water, it is allocated 
elsewhere. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you mean that land is just laying there now? 

Mr. Nretsen. That’s right. 

Mr. Jensen. What is going to be done with it? 

Mr. Nretsen. That is just wasteland. 

Mr. Jensen. It shouldn’t be wasteland, should it? Isn’t that rich 
soil? 

Mr. Nrevsen. It takes land and water in combination and if you 
don’t have water you have wasteland. 

Mr. Jensen. Isn’t there some way we can get water to that land? 

Mr. Nievsen. That is in the Supreme Court now, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That could be made into a feasible project, couldn’ t 
it? 

Mr. Nieusen. If we could get water assigned to it. 

Mr. Jensen. California has the water rights? 

Mr. Nigusen. California has a portion. All of the water supply 
available to it—and possibly more, goes to other areas in California, 
The various valleys and the metropolitan water district. 

Mr. Jensen. The underground water level there must be very close 
to the top of the ground. 

Mr. Nievsen. That’s right. 

Mr. Jensen. Isn’t it possible for those folks to put in wells and 
pump water sufficient enough to irrigate the land? 
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Mr. Nretsen. Physically, yes; but I think they might have law- 
suits because it is the river that is keeping that water table up. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We understand, Mr. Chairman, that by the pro- 
visions of the various Colorado River compacts, the water available 
to the lower Colorado River Basin is used by a prior right division 
between the States. 

Mr. Jensen. | understand that, but don’t they also have riparian 
rights or prior rights to the underground water. 

Mr. Dexueimer. If the underground-water depletion should take 
water from the flow of the river, there would certainly be a lawsuit 
against that particular thing and we could not recommend a project 
without an assured water supply. 

Mr. Nrevsen. We have millions of acres in the lower basin that are 
not going to receive water. 

YUMA LEVEE 


Mr. Jensen. Will you use the Mexican Water Treaty fund for levee 
work in the Yuma vicinity? 

Mr. NIELSEN. They are contributing the share of those levee costs 
properly allocable to the treaty and we have had money in hand at 
all times to apply against our construction contracts. 

Mr. Jensen. How much are you requesting for fiscal year ’55? 

Mr. Nietsen. None. Yuma-levee construction will be completed 
during this fiscal year. 


LEVEES ALONG THE GILA 


Mr. Jensen. What is the status of the right-of-way problem on 
the lower river levee system of the Colorado River? 

Mr. Nretsen. You are thinking of the levees along the Gila. We 
have eliminated those levees because of a lack of interest on the part 
of the local people in donating right-of-way for those levees. Without 
that right-of-way, we just can’t show justification for them. 

Mr. Jensen. A program allowance of $300,000 was made in last 
year’s conference report. You show on page 538 that you will 
obligate $1,103,500 during this year. Why that great increase? 

Mr. NretsEen. The $300,000 programed for 1954 was a construction 


appropriation. The $1,103,500 was a 1954 appropriation for operation 
and maintenance. For 1955 the operation and maintenance estimate 
is $750,000 and we are not requesting construction funds. 


COACHELLA PROJECT 


‘ rab JeNsEN. How much is still available for the Coachella Division 
ridge? 

Mr. Nrevsen. We have programed $260,000 for it and we have 
ample money. We are going to complete the Coachella project within 
birt money available to us. We have programed $260,000 for the 

ridge. 

I have one more qualification on the rescinding of that money. In 
that $260,000 is the money that I need to wind up the work of that 
Coachella office, in fiscal year 1955. 

Mr. Jensen. How much? 

Mr. Nretsen. About $30,000. 

Mr. Jensen. The Coachella project is almost completed, is it not? 
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Mr. Nietsen. If we get our pumps we will complete it this fiscal 
year. 

Mr. Jensen. If you get your pumps? 

Mr. Nievsen. We are having a little trouble with delivery on 
pumps. We still think we will complete it this fiscal year, except for 
the bridge. 

Mr. Jensen. Except for the pumps? 

Mr. Nrevsen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Which may never be completed? 

Mr. Lineweaver. It will take this $30,000 to wind up his office. 

Mr. JenseN. That will be all for today, gentlemen. 


Tuespay, Fesruary 9, 1954. 
TRANSFER OF FUNDS FROM THE EKLUTNA PROJECT 


Mr. JeNsEN. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Commissioner, I understand the Bureau of the Budget has 
approved the transfer of funds from the Eklutna project to the 
Cachuma project. Would you care to make a statement on that at 
this time? 

Mr. DexHeiMer. Yes, sir. 

In order to adequately finance the Tecolote tunnel of the Cachuma 
project for the fiscal year 1955, and in view of the estimated savings 
on the Eklutna project in Alaska we requested the Bureau of the 
Budget to transfer $3,350,000 from the Eklutna project to the 
Cachuma. 

We also requested them to transfer $1,249,200 from the Davis Dam 
project to the Gila project in Arizona. 

In addition we requested $150,000 of the Eklutna project funds be 
transferred to ‘General investigations for Alaska.”’ 

We understand informally that the Bureau of the Budget today will 
send us a letter approving those transfers, with the exception of the 
$150,000 for general investigations which they denied. These will 
result in those particular changes to our fiscal year 1955 budget. 

Mr. Bupar. Mr. Dexheimer, did the Bureau of the Budget give 
you any specific reason why they disapproved the transfer of the 
$150,000 for general investigations in Alaska? 

Mr. Dexuermer. They have not given us any reason yet, but I 
expect probably they will. 

t would like to submit our request to the Bureau of the Budget for 
the record. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

(The material referred to follows:) 

Fepruary 3, 1954, 
Hon. JoserH M. Dopcr 


Director, Bureau of the Budget, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. DonGe: Subsequent to the preparation of the President’s budget 
for fiscal year 1955 and allowances for Bureau of Reclamation construction proj- 
ects, it has been determined that certain adjustments among projects are neces- 
sary. These adjustments are within the total Bureau allowance, as follows: 


954 


| Fiscal year 1955 appropriation 
request 


| Decreases Increases 


Gila project, Arizona 1, 249, 200 


| 4, 749, 200 | 4, 749, 200 


The decrease in the Eklutna project has been made possible by changed condi- 
tions encountered in the construction of the Eklutna tunnel. These changes, 
consisting of reductions in reinforcing steel requirements and other savings are 
fully explained in Under Seeretary Tudor’s letter of February 1, 1954, to the chair- 
man of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. You were furnished 
a copy of that letter. 

The reduced requirement for the Davis Dam project results from the elimination 
of proposed additions to the Henderson and the Prescott substations of the 
power transmission system. Due to changes in distribution plans, in accordance 
with wheeling contracts with the Arizona Power Authority, $220,090 allowed for 
the Prescott substation will not be required. The elimination of the Henderson 
substation is explained by the attached copy of a letter from the Colorado River 
Commission of Nevada, and results in a fiscal year 1955 saving of $1,029,200. 

The increase in the Cachuma project requirement is due to difficulties eneoun- 
tered by the contractor in the construction of the Tecolote tunnel. Extreme hot 
water conditions have increased the contract price by about $4,176,350. It is 
not practical to delay or otherwise suspend work on this contract without serious 
loss to the Government. 

The allowance made by the Bureau of the Budget for the Gila project was 
only $2,700,000 as compared to $4,828,000 requested by the Department, and is 
insufficient to support an orderly and economical program for the development 
of the irrigation facilities on the Wellton-Mohawk Division. This work is ac- 
tively underway and should proceed in an orderly manner in accordance with 
commitments already made, Such an excessive reduction in the Gila project re- 
quirements will result in the drastic curtailment of new acreage at considerable 
loss both to the Government and to local interests. 

It is considered highly desirable to utilize some of the savings on Alaskan con- 
struction to augment the wholly inadequate allowance for general investigations 
in Alaska, The Budget Bureau allowance of $6 million for general investiga- 
tions included only $100,000 for Alaska. This small allowance will not permit 
an efficient and economical program. The fixed administrative and overhead 
costs of maintaining a planning office in Alaska, while at a minimum, are too 
great a drain on $100,000 to permit significant field work. Raising this allowance 
to $250,000 will provide a more realistic program. 

It is requested that the fiscal year 1955 budget for the Bureau of Reclamation 
be amended. by the above amounts, and that the Congress be so advised. In 
requesting a reduction equal to the entire estimated savings of $3,500,000 on the 
Eklutna project, it is recognized that some doubt exists. It cannot be stated 
positively that this full amount will be realized as savings. However, the Con- 
gress should be advised of the total amount that can be reallotted on the basis 
of current estimating. The changes in appropriations requested are as follows: 


| From— To— 

Eklutna $4, 512, 000 $1, 012, 000 
van | 2, 761, 000 1, 511, 800 
Gila... | 2, 700, 000 3, 949, 200 


Sincerely yours, 
A. Tupor, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior. 
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COMMITTEE'S ATTITUDE ON TRANSFER OF FUNDS 


Mr. Jensen. Of course, Mr. Commissioner, you heard what we 
said yesterday about the transfer of funds, especially from the 
Eklutna project to the Cachuma project, and I say again that the 
committee never did look with much favor upon the transfer of 
funds in such things as requested here. . 

However, since the Bureau of the Budget has already approved 
it I shall not, as one member of the committee, object, but I would 
suggest that hencefortb, I would rather have this thing kept clean cut 
and not have any transfers. 

There are occasions when transfers of funds are justified, but for 
myself I would rather that we keep these different funds in their own 
groove, so to speak, and if you have a carryover let it revert to the 
Treasury. If you need more funds, let us act on them in the regular 
manner. I just feel it would leave a better feeling among the people 
who are interested in these projects, because the transfer of funds 
away from one project to another is bound to raise some question as 
to whether or not you are taking away from one project and giving it 
to another or whether or not that project that you take aw ay from is 
going to suffer. However, as far as this project is concerned, since 
it has already been done and approved, I pat not object to it. 

Mr. Dexuermmer. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say this, that 
this adjustment was made in our attempt to get a presentation of our 
requirements as nearly accurate as possible and in accordance with 
our anticipated expenditures for the fiscal year 1955, and the apparent 
saving and the need for additional money on the Cachuma project 
arose after we had submitted our other figures to the Bureau of the 
Budget, and we were just trying to correct our requirements. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Commissioner. 


Rearon No. 4 


Now, we go to region No.4. Mr.E.O. Larsonis the regional director 
and we are pleased to have you here today, Mr. Larson. 

You have been on the job a long while, and I must say, in all fairness 
to you, that this committee has never experienced much difficulty 
in region 4 under your management. How long have you been on 
the job, Mr. Larson? 

Mr. Larson. I have been in the Bureau of Reclamation in that 
area since June 15, 1923. 

I was on the Boise project in eastern Oregon previous to that time 
in 1919 and 1920, and I have worked 36 years in reclamation. 

Mr. JmeNsEN. You have been on the job a long while. 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir, 36 years in June. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, there is nothing like experience; there is no 
substitute for it. 

Mr. Larson. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. I think it is proven in your case. 

Mr. Larson. Thank you. Now before we get into the projects, I 
should like to describe the area of my region. 

Region 4 is comprised of the upper Colorado River Basin, the 
Bonneville Basin, and the greater proportion of the Lakonton Basin. 
It includes most of the States of Utah and Nevada, the State of 
Colorado west of the Continental Divide and parts of the States of 
Wyoming, New Mexico, Idaho, Arizona, and California. 

42590—54—pt. 2—15 
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PAONIA PROJECT, COLORADO 


Mr. Jensen. We will go right to the Paonia project which begins 
on page 239 of the justifications. The estimate for construction and 
rehabilitation is $10,000. We will insert pages 239 to 245 into the 
record at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Prosecr Data 

Authorization 

Originally authorized by a finding of feasibility of the Secretary, dated March 
16, 1939 and approved by the President on March 18, 1939. Further investiga- 
tions resulted in the development of a new plan which was presented to the 
Congress. Construction of the Paonia project in accordance with such plans 
was authorized by the act of June 25, 1947 (61 Stat. 181). A revised report has 
been prepared including this project as a supplement to the Colorado River 
storage project, and present work and future anticipated programs are based on 
this report. 


Location 
In Delta and Gunnison Counties in west central Colorado. 
Description 


The purpose of the project is to provide a full water supply for the irrigation of 
14,830 acres of land now inadequately irrigated and 2,210 acres of new land. 
Facilities of the project include Spring Creek Dam, Fire Mountain Canal Diver- 
sion Dam, enlargement and extension of existing Fire Mountain Canal, enlarge- 
ment of existing Overland Canal, and Minnesota siphon and pumping plant. 
Status 

Construction began April 14, 1949. Work is proceeding on lining and enlarge- 
ment of the Fire Mountain Canal. Some of the work is being performed jointly 
by the Bureau and the district. As of June 30, 1954, the project will be approxi- 
mately 30 percent complete; the completed works consisting of the Fire Mountain 
Canal Diversion Dam, approximately 29.4 miles of the Fire Mountain Canal 
enlargement, and 1.8 miles of the Fire Mountain Canal extension. 


Repayment 


Status of repayment contract negotiations: Repayment contract executed in 
1948 with North Fork Conservancy District for payment of not to exceed 
$2,320,000 in 68 years following 3-year development period for 1 irrigation block 
and a 10-year development period for another block. 


Amount to be repaid and repayment period 


| | 
Repayment period 
Amount Total 
Regular | Development 


68 years_| 3 to 10 years__ 


78 years. 


! Irrigation costs assigned for payment from power revenues of future power developments of the proposed 
Colorado River Storage Project. 


Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 


! 


Federal investment per acre____-—- 
From water users__-_- 
From power revenue 

Annual water user charges: 
Operation and maintenance. 


Total 


Gross crop income per acre (actual 
History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1936. 
Advanced planning, 1940. 
Construction, 1949. 


957 


Repayment costs per acre 


per construction year 1952), $93. 


Date of functional completion of construction, 1958.1 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction 


fiscal year 1949, $471,000. 


Costs 


Original estimated cost- 

Allocation of cost: Irrigation 

Present estimated cost 

Allocation of cost: 

Irrigation____ __ 
Flood control. 
Fish and wildlife. 
Unallocated decrease __- 


_ $994, 000 
994, 000 
6, 676, 543 


6, 576, 003 
74, 100 

(46, 765) 


The total estimated cost of project has decreased $46,765 from $6,723,308 to 
$6,676,543 (anticipated total obligations $6,710,249). The decrease is due to 


minor refinement of the estimates. 


Schedule 


Supplemental 


Proposed new additions 


Spring Creek Dam and Reservoir 
project was reauthorized by act of 


of development 


| Througn | 


Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
fiseal year | ; 2 | Ultimate 
| 1953 1954 1955 | 
| 1, 000 | 1, 000 | 1,000 2, 200 
12, 300 12, 300 12, 300 | 14, 800 
13, 300 | 17, 000 


| 13, 300 | 13, 300 | 


site (B), Minnesota division facilities: The 
Congress, June 25, 1947; however, before 


construction can proceed on Spring Creek Dam and Minnesota siphon, the 
project must be authorized again, as it was found infeasible to construct the 
Spring Creek Dam at the site contemplated in the authorizing report. A revised 
report has been prepared which recommends reauthorization of the project as a 


participating project with the Colorado River storage project. In the revised 
plan, power revenues from the Colorado River storage project would aid in 
repayment of costs allocated to irrigation. 


1 Includes Work on unauthorized Spring Creek Dam and Minnesota Division facilities, 


|| 
= 250. 00 
system: Irrigated acreage for service: 
u 
| 
) 
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ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations. 710, 249 
Total obligations to June 30, 1953_____..._____________._..____- , 960, 142 
Allotment, fiscal year 
Prior year balance available_.........._..._______._.--......... 68, 148 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1954__..........-.__________- 75, 200 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1955_...._....._.-...-___--._-_-___-_- 10, 000 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

Program for fiscal year 1955 includes technical assistance and guidance in 
water exchange problems, completion of operating agreements with water users’ 
organizations, and maintenance of the project “Service facilities.” 


Justification, fiscal year 1955 

The need for supplemental irrigation water in this area, which has existed for 
many years, has become increasingly more acute. With the completion of the 
project distribution systems this situation will be bettered somewhat by the 
delivery of some unappropriated natural flow water from the North Fork River. 
However, 4 full season water supply cannot be delivered to project lands until 
the completion of the Spring Creek Dam. Until such time as the Spring Creek 
Dam"is reauthorized for construction and the project completed, it will be neces- 
sary to provide a small amount of funds for activities essential to the protection 
of the Government’s present investment in the project. 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Estimated Total to Program, | Program, 


Program item June 30, current budget | 
1953 year 1954 | year 1955 | Complete 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Construction program: 
Spring Creek Dam and Reservoir. $4, 506, 043 $4, 229, 433 
Fire Mountain Canal diversion dam 
and headworks. 129, 500 129, 211 
Minnesota siphon pumping plant_ 356, 000 326, 000 
Fire Mountain Canal, station 4+-95 to 
Fire Mountain Canal, station 481+-50 
857, 000 751, 105 61, 597 5, 063 39, 235 
Overland canal 177, 000 163, 401 
Total cost. 83, 886 6,800 | 4, 758, 069 
Service facilities... 160, 355 —35, 100 3, 200 — 128, 455 
Investigation 58, 102 58, 102 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures _ —24, 396 —87, 791 
Total exnenditures__................] 6,710, 249 1, 960, 100 75, 242 10, 000 i. a 664, 907 
Total obligations. ................- 6, 710, 249 1, 960, 142 75, 200 10, 000 4, 664, 907 
Method of financing: 


Mr. Jensen. I understand there is no work to be done on this 
project at this time. ; 

Mr. Larson. No, sir; the amount we are asking for there is for 
technical assistance and guidance in water exchange problems which 
must be consummated to start the water users out in operating this 
new canal. It is in the Government’s interest, and they are interested 
too, for that matter, in getting it going. 


{ 
4 
3 
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WEBER BASIN PROJECT, UTAH 


Mr. Jensen. We will take up next the Weber Basin project begin- 
ning on page 318 of the justifications. The estimate for construction 
and rehabilitation is $7,900,000. 

We will insert pages 318 to 324 into the record at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 
Authorization 


Act of August 29, 1949 (63 Stat. 677). 
Location 


North central Utah, in Davis, Weber, and Morgan Counties, most of Summit 
County, and a small portion of Box Elder County. 
Description 

The purpose of this project is to develop the basin’s unused water for irrigation 
and municipal and industrial needs, provide needed drainage outlets for the water- 
logged lands, protect lands and imarovements from flood damage, produce 
hydroelectric power for irrigation pumping, increase recreational oppertunities, 
improve fish and wildlife resources, and reduce the mosquito infestation in the 
project area. The project is designed to furnish 164,000 acre-feet of water to 
50,500 acres of potentially productive land now unirrigated, and 24,400 acres 
now only partially irrigated. Approximately 49,000 acres of water-logged land 
will be reclaimed. More than 40,000 acre-feet of water will be made available for 
municipal and industrial use in Davis and Weber Counties. About 65,500 acre- 
feet of water that will appear below reclaimable lands will be used for migratory 
waterfowl refuges. Powerplants will have un installed capacity of 5,400 kilowatts. 
Status 


Construction of the Gateway tunnel was started during the second quarter of 
fiscal year 1953. Construction of this feature was about 35 percent complete 
at the end of fiscal year 1953. Preconstruction surveys and collection of data 
for designs and specifications for Wanship Dam and Davis aqueduct were com- 
pleted in fiscal year 1953 and the data furnished to the Chief Engineer. Pre- 
construction surveys for Gateway Canal and Weber aqueduct were complete at 
the end of fiscal year 1953. During fiscal year 1954 construction will continue on 
the Gateway tunnel and initiated on the Davis aqueduct and Wanship Dam. 


Repayment 


A repayment contract covering the reimbursable construction costs of the proj- 
ect was executed on December 12, 1952, by the Weber Basin Water Conservancy 
District. Of the $57,694,000 to be repaid in 60 years under this contract, 
$39,483,000 is allocated to irrigation and $18,211,000 to municipal water users. 
Of the allocation to irrigation, $26,260,000 will be repaid by water users and 
$13,223,000 by sale of municipal water. Irrization blocks will have up to a 10- 
year development period but no development period applies to municipal water. 
Contracts relating to the enlargement of Pineview Dam and Reservoir, modifica- 
tion of power production at existing plants, the purchase of 5,000 acre-feet of 
Keho Reservoir storage, and the operation of cho Reservoir for flood controlare 
being negotiated. The contracts will be executed during fiscal year 1954. The 
Weber Basin Water Conservancy District is negotiating with water users for the 
sale of irrigation, municipal and industrial water. Other pertinent repayment 
data are: 


From municipal revenue___--- 177. 00 

Annual water user charges: 
Operation and 2. 40 


Gross crop income per acre resulting from project irrigation, $150. 
(Estimate for mature stage of development.) 


i 
B 
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History of project development 


Initial date: 
Planning, 1939. 
Advanced planning, 1949 (September). 

Construction, 1952 (December). 

Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1963. 

Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 

fiscal year 1953, $1,350,000. 


Costs 
Original estimated $69, 534, 000 
Allocation of cost: 
18, 744, 000 
Recreation and 4, 656, 000 
Allocation of cost: 
Schedule of development 
Th h 
| fiscal year ear | F ear | Ultimate 
Irrigation (acres): | | | 
Supplemental. -- -|- 24, 390 
bSTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 
Summarized financial data 
Total obligations to June 30, 1953___....--.------------------- 1, 302, 538 
Allotment, fiscal year 1054.............-........-.. $5, 141, 234 
Prior year balance available 47, 462 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1954... 5, 188, 696 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1955___._.._...------------ 7, 900, 000 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

The program for fiscal year 1955 includes continuation of construction on the 
Gateway tunnel, Wanship Dam and the Davis aqueduct. Construction will be 
initiated on Weber aqueduct. Preconstruction work and the acquisition of 
rights-of-way for Pineview Dam enlargement will be completed and construction 
contracts awarded late in the fiscal year. Preconstruction activities on the 
drains, Stoddard diversion works, Gateway power plant and switchyard, and 
Wanship powerplant, switchyard and transmission line will be continued. All 
necessary rights-of-way for respective features will be acquired prior to award 
of construction contracts. 


Justification 

The Weber basin project is of extreme importance as a source of additional 
water to the portion of Utah centering around the city of Ogden which is now 
suffering from inadequate water supplies. 

Construction of the project works is the only feasible answer for supplying 
both irrigation and municipal water demands that existed at the time of project 


OS 
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authorization, which has become increasingly acute. The features of the project 
which are required to accomplish initial delivery of water are either now under 
way or scheduled to start in fiscal year 1955 or fiscal year 1956. They should be 
completed as rapidly as possible to provide the urgently needed water for several 
towns and cities experiencing critical shortages. In order to receive maximum 
utilization of the project, it should be completed at the maximum efficient rate. 


Schedule of construction program, a years 1954 and 1955 


| Totalto | Program, | Program, on 
Program item estimated June 30, | current budget 
” 1953 | year 1954 year 1955 compre 
| 
(1) (2) (3) | (4) (5) | (6) 
Construction program: | | 
Pineview Dam and Reservoir Heese | 
largement) $4, 753, 000 2 | $192,734 | $823, 500 $3, 578, 384 
Wanship Dam and Reservoir____. . 8, 973, 000 552 | 1, 761, 525 1,925,000 | 4,948, 993 
Willard Dam and Reservoir __....} 8, 700, 000 8, 500 6,500 | 8, 601, 041 
Lost Creek Dam and Reservoir. 3, 580, 000 86, 282 3,400 | 2,000 | 3, 488, 318 
East Canyon Dam and Reservoir (en- 
largement) 2, 130, 000 42, 558 2, 000 | 1,000 | 2, O84, 442 
Stoddard diversion works.._________- 401, 000 11,314 24, 000 | 25, 000 | 340, 686 
Slaterville diversion works... ....-___- 414, 000 11, 129 400 | 1, 000 401, 471 
Willard pumping plant--_._...._...__- 2, 010, 000 32, 274 2, 000 | 1,000 | 1,974, 726 
Layton pumping plant- ae 426, 000 11, 139 eh | 414, 561 
Gateway canal and tunnel. 8,810,000 | 1,017,154 | 2,411,414) 2, 028, 612 3, 352, 820 
Weber aqueduct 1, 250, 000 34, 271 55, 980 1, 052, 249 
Davelaqeeenct... .......-.......~...... 11, 700, 000 353, 306 380 | 725,000 | 8, 148, 314 
Willard gravity canal_.....___- _...| 2, 573, 000 32, 332 2, 500 | 2,000 | = 2, 536, 168 
Willard pump 21845; 000 43, 384 | 2 700 2000 | 2796, 916 
Layton Canal. es 32, 355 | 1, 600 L 1, 000 1, 625, 045 
Warren Canal (enlargement) - - 635, 000 5, 961 | 500 ne | 628, 539 
Layton canal lateral system -________-- 900, 000 10, 650 | 500 | 1, 000 | 887, 850 
Warren canal lateral system _____- 210, 000 10, 650 | 500 | | 198, 850 
~------| 5,015,000 144, 442 155, 000 | 97, 819 | 4, 617, 739 
Gateway powerplant. _- --| 1,430,000 26, 870 1, 600 35, 000 | 1, 366, 530 
Ww anship powerpmns................--} 461, 000 10, 976 | 500 | 15, 000 434, 524 
Gateway switchyard ---..._......-- | —70, 000 65 | 2, 000 67, 935 
Wanship switchyard ____ ncaa 43, 000 | 40 ESS) 2, 000 | 40, 960 
Wanship transmission line. 21, 000 | 2. 000 | 18, 981 
General property _..-.-......--..------ | 1,875, 000 | | 26, 614 | 100 |-......--.--| 1,348, 286 
| 70, 385, 000 | 2, 523, 678 5, 100, 653 | % 806, 411 | 54, 954, 
Service facilities. 30, 752 | 75, 000 43, 589 | — 149, 3 
Operation and maintenance during con- | | | 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures__|—1, 815, 000 |-1, 269, 731 |---- 4 Baer HS, 269 
Total expenditures. | 6 68, 670, 000 285, 631. 185, 603 7, 900, 000. 54, 298, 766 
Unliquidated obligations. 16, 907 | 3,003 000 
Total obligations. 68, 670,000 | 1, _ 1,302, ‘538 | 188, 696 | 7, 900, 000 | A, 278, 
Method of financing: | th 
Prior year balance available. } 47, 462 | a 
Allotment _..| 7,900,000 | 54, 278, 800 


PRECONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 


Mr. Jensen. What are the preconstruction activities on the power- 
plant, transmission line, and switchyard for which you ask a total of 
$56,000? 

I was thinking that the Weber Basin project was pretty well under- 
way. 

Mr. Larson. This is just on the power. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course the plan proposes powerplants. 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir; the Wanship Dam is now being designed and 
the specifications completed in the Chief Engineer’s Office calling for 
bids in the very near future. There is a small powerplant of the 
capacity of 1,400 kilowatts at the outlet works of this dam. 
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Mr. Jensen. That was all disapproved by the committee last year, 
was it not? 

Mr. Larson. The powerplant was authorized, but the funds were 
disapproved last year. 

Mr. Jensen. That is what counts in the final analysis. 

Mr. Larson. Then we have another small powerplant on the Gate- 
way Canal, a plant of 4,000 kilowatt capacity. We are now getting 
out plans and specifications for that canal. 

Mr. Jensen. That powerplant was requested last year? 

Mr. Larson. The powerplants were requested last year. 

Mr. JENSEN. I mean that one was also requested. 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

‘ = JENSEN. I was thinking that there were two for which we denied 
unds. 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. Funds were denied because arrangements 
for disposing of the power had not been worked out. They have now 
been worked out. We are just completing negotiations with the 
Utah Power & Light Co., and the approved contract is in here. 

Mr. Jensen. How can you negotiate contracts when you do not 
have an appropriation for the powerplant? You cannot complete 
your contract under those circumstances, can you? Did you assume 
we would allow it this year? 

Mr. Larson. No, sir; we did not know. 

Mr. Jensen. If you do not know, you cannot negotiate a contract, 
can you? 

Mr. Larson. Well, it is a matter of a couple of meetings. We 
cannot bring it back here unless we have some plan under which we 
can explain it to you. 

Mr. Jensen. Is there not sufficient power in that area to take care 
of all of your irrigation activities without building these powerplants? 

Mr. Larson. The purpose of the powerplants is to produce energy 
to satisfy project pumping requirements. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, I understand that, but we understand that there 
is adequate power available at reasonable rates which can be used for 
this purpose. That being a fact, as we understand it, we see no 
justification for appropriating money for these two powerplants. 
Now, if you can justify them we would like to know it; we would like 
to hear your justification. 

Mr. Larson. We thought they were justified, for this reason, the 
dam was being built, the head is automatically there. The canal 
must be built, too, and the water that would otherwise go down the 
river can be conveyed down the canal and through the powerplant, 
and the power can be used for irrigation pumping. The cost of this 
power would be a little more than half of what it would be at the 
standard power rates. 

It was difficult to work out a plan where this project would be re- 
payable in 60 years, without these power plants. They will aid the 
project in paying out in using the water to produce the power for 
operating some 20 pumping plants on the project. 

Mr. Jensen. In your original request for authorization, were the 
powerplants and the revenue from the plants included in your payout 
schedule? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir; they were included in the report on which 
the project was authorized, and they are also in the definite plan report. 
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Mr. Jensen. And that was a known fact by the water users and 
the people who were paying for this project? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JensEN. They accepted that, did they? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir; they are very familiar with the plan, we 
worked in close cooperation with them. 

Mr. JenseN. What is it going to cost ultimately to build these 
powerplants? 

Mr. Larson. The Gateway powerplant is estimated to cost 
$1,430,000, and the Gateway switchyard is estimated at $70,000. 
The Wanship powerplant is estimated at $461,000, and the Wanship 
switchyard at $43,000. 

Then at Wanship there is a short transmission line which we have 
estimated will cost $21,000 to tie into existing transmission lines of 
the local power company. 

Mr. Jensen. How much of a head are you going to have at the 
Gateway and the Wanship powerplants? 

Mr. Larson. The average head at the Gateway plant, is 136 feet. 
The maximum operating head at the Wanship plant is 108 feet. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the kilowatt capacity of these plants? 

Mr. Larson. The kilowatt capacity of the Wanship plant is 1,400 
kilowatts and of the Gateway plant, 4,000 kilowatts. 


USE OF POWER 


Mr. JensEN. Now, just what are you going to do with the energy? 
Are you going to use it to energize your own facilities, or are you going 
to sell power to private utilities? 

Mr. Larson. Ultimately the project uses are estimated to be about 
equal to the output of the two plants. Sometimes it is a little more, 
and sometimes it is a little less. When the project is completed there 
will be some power available for sale. 

Mr. Jensen. To whom? 

Mr. Larson. It is proposed that any surplus power that may be 
available from these plants be disposed of to preference customers. 
Our agreement with the power company would grant a wheeling privi- 
lege to such customers. 

PROPOSED POWER RATE 


Mr. Jensen. What rate do you propose to charge? 

Mr. Larson. The power that may be available for sale will be 
nonfirm power. It is tentatively priced at about 4% mills. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the going rate for electricity in that area? 

Mr. Larson. Do you mean for pumping purposes? 

Mr. Jensen. No, for the same purposes that you will sell this 
power. 

Mr. Larson. I will put it this way, Mr Chairman: The average 
rate in that locality, and the regularly scheduled rates of the private 
utilities for irrigation pumping is about 7% mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Jensen. That is rather cheap power. When you ask Congress 
to appropriate in the neighborhood of $2 million for power facilities, 
switchyards and the like, this committee has to take into consideration 
the question of whether or not it is proper to appropriate that much 
money. 
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Of course, I understand that this is all to be reimbursed? 
Mr. Larson. Yes, sir, it is considered a part of the project works. 
It would be reimbursed. 
Mr. Jensen. All of it? 
Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 
FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Jensen. Is there any flood control involved in this project? 
Mr. Larson. Yes, sir, there i is flood control in this project. 
Mr. JENSEN. What percent is charged off for flood control? 
Mr. Larson. The flood-control allocation is $7,393,000. 
Mr. Jensen. Out of a total of how much? 
Mr. Larson. Out of a total of $70,385,000. 
Mr. Jensen. About 10 percent? 
Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 
RECREATION 


Mr. Jensen. How much more is charged off for other purposes, if 
any? Is there any charged off for recreation? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. The amount charged to recreation is 
$3,568,000. 


FISH AND WILDLIFE 


Mr. Jensen. And how much for other purposes? 

Mr. Larson. $1,730,000 is charged to fish and wildlife activities. 

Mr. Jensen. It is charged to them? 

Mr. Larson. It is charged against fish and wildlife. 

Mr. Jensen. Altogether there is possibly $15 million charged off 
which is not reimbursable out of the total of $70 million, or approxi- 
mately 20 percent? 

Mr. Larson. Yes; between $12 million and $13 million which is 
not reimbursable. 

Mr. Bunge. Mr. Larson, I noted you said with relation to the 
recreational nonreimbursable item here that it was now $3,568,000. 
What were the original allocations to the recreational nonreimbursable 
items when the project was authorized? 

Mr. Larson. Of the original estimated cost of $69,534,000 for this 
roject, $4,656,000 was allocated to recreation and wildlife activities. 
he allocation to these two items was not separated in the original 

estimate. 

Mr. Bupge. What was it for flood control, fish and wildlife, or any 
other nonreimbursable items? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That total, Mr. Budge, was $10,556,000 for all 
those nonreimbursable costs in the original authorization. 

Mr. Bupaer. In the original authorization? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

MUNICIPAL WATER 


Mr. BupGce. What percentage of this project is for municipal 
water? 

Mr. Larson. As to estimated cost? 

Mr. Bupaer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Larson. Out of the present estimated cost the allocation 
against irrigation is $39,483,000. I gave you flood control, which is 
$7,393,000, and municipal water is $18,211,000, recreation is 
$3,568,000, and fish and wildlife is $1,730, 000. 
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Mr. Bunge. Do you pay interest on the allocation to municipal 
water? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. The interest rate on this segment of the 
project cost has been established at 2 percent. 


FEASIBILITY OF POWERPUANTS 


Mr. Bupee. How can you tell whether these powerplants will be 
feasible until you determine at what rate you can sell the energy that 
is generated? 

Mr. Larson. We have made a very detailed study of the 2 power- 
plants, and the rates do appear to be attractive to the project at a cost 
of 4% mills per kilowatt. If the project did not have that power 
available they would have to buy it at 7% mills or more. 

Mr. Bupaer. Of course, on the other hand, they would not have to 
repay the cost of the investment nor would they have to pay interest 
on the power investment. 

Mr. Larson. Well, in the original setup when it came in here and 
was approved the powerplants were considered the same as pumping 
plants. ‘They were considered as project facilities. 

Mr. BupGr. What rate does this arrangement call for with the 
Utah Power & Light Co.? 

Mr. Larson. It does not call for any rate. That power would be 
sold, when it is available, first to preferential customers when they 
want it, and they have asked for it. Our contract with the Utah 
Power & Light Co. would be for wheeling. 

Mr. BupGe. Then you will not be selling any power to the Utah 
Power & Light Co.? 

Mr. Larson. Uniess there is a surplus over and above the needs 
of the preferential customers. 

There are three preferential customers, Brigham City, Bountiful, 
and Murray. The latter two operate with diesel engines and, of 
course, pay a very high cost, and they are interested in getting any 
power that may be available from these plants. 

Mr. Bupae. I think, for the sake of the water users, a very careful 
study should be made of the situation, as to whether they are better 
off by not having to repay the capital investment, and not having 
to pay interest on the power investment. That might very well 
more than offset the saving in the kilowatt charge for power. 

Mr. Larson. Our studies show the opposite, that it would reduce 
their payment on construction to the Government in spite of the fact 
that they pay for the entire investment in the power. 

Mr. JENSEN. I note that instead of 20 percent being nonreimburs- 
able, it is actually about 16% percent of the total project cost. 

Mr. Krrwan. You said, Mr. Larson, that it would cost approxi- 
mately $1% million to build those 2 powerplants? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir; I gave you the cost there. 

Mr. Krrwan. Is that correct? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir; nearly $2 million. 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. Name those items with their cost. 

Mr. Larson. The Gateway powerplant, $1,430,000; the Wanship 
powerplant, $461,000; the Gateway switchyard, $70,000; Wanship 
switchyard, $43,000; Wanship transmission line, $21,000. 

Mr. Kirwan. Figure them up and give the total for the record. 
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Mr. JENSEN. $2,025,000. 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir; $2,025,000. 

Mr. Krrwan. You said that your officers in that district had made 
a thorough study of the project, and that it is going to save the Govern- 
ment money if we erect those two plants. 

Mr. Larson. We made a thorough study of the value of the power- 
plants to the project, based on the original authorization. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is what I mean. You are going to use most of 
the power for pumping purposes? 

Mr. Larson. Yes. When the project is in full operation we will 
have some drainage problems, and we must pump from the Willard 
Reservoir up to a canal, and it takes considerable power to do that. 
In fact, there are times when the pumping requirements are more 
that the output from these two plants. 

Mr. Krrwan. As the result of your survey you say that the cost 
of the project will be paid back to the Government in 50 years? 

Mr. Larson. In 60 years. 

Mr. Krrwan. You believe that in the difference between 60 years 
and 50 years you can save money for the Government because you 
will be able to produce this power in these plants rather than buying 
it from private power people? 

Mr. Larson. That is right. These plants were considered neces- 
sary in arriving at the feasibility of the project. 

Mr. Krrwan. Above all, it is not a question of the extra money 
involved, it is a question of the resources that are wasted. That is 
what we are trying to save; is it not? You say the water will run 
down the river and go to waste if we do not develop the power? 

Mr. Larson. That is correct. 


WASTED RESOURCES 


Mr. Kirwan. That is one thing that America is lacking in, resources. 
We are going to Venezuela and Labrador for our iron ore, we are going 
to Canada for paper because of our wastefulness in the past. 

Now they are going to vote in the St. Lawrence seaway at last. I 
was 1 of the 5 who voted for that back in 1936. We could have built 
it then for $137 million, and it would have been in operation for 
several years. 

Now we are going to take a partner in with us, and it is going to 
cost a billion dollars, when we could have built it for $137 million 
back in 1936. 

I was one of the Members of Congress who made the trip down the 
St. Lawrence, from the headwaters to Quebec. 

There were 12 of us from the committee, but there were 500 on 
the trip, municipal and business leaders and others. Iwas 1 of the 5 
members that voted for the St. Lawrence seaway. The city of 
Cleveland and the chamber of commerce denounced me and called 
me many different things for supporting the measure at that time. 
But today if you went to Cleveland to the Plain Dealer office and 
said you were opposed to the St. Lawrence seaway they would have 
you committed to a State institution in a couple of hours. 

Now, if we only save a couple of kilowatts of our natural resources 
by doing this we are well paid. That is what I am interested in, 
those kilowatts which are going on down that river and wasted. 
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When you say, after making a survey, that the United States 
Government and the taxpayers are going to save money, I am for 
saving it, but I am mainly interested in saving our resources. 


MONETARY SAVING 


Mr. Bunge. I am happy to concur in the remarks of the gentleman 
from Ohio, but I am intrigued by the statement that this expenditure 
of $2,025,000 will save money for the Government of the United States. 
How does that work out? 

Mr. Larson. Because it will require a longer repayment period 
without it. 

Mr. Buper. But how does it save any money for the United States 
Government? 

Mr. Larson. It will not save a great deal of money for the United 
States but it will indirectly aid the project. 

Mr. BupeGe. You do not claim that spending $2,025,000 is going to 
result in any financial saving to the United States Government; do 
you? How does it aid the project? 

Mr. Larson. It does in this way, that without these powerplants 
they will have to have a longer repayment period. The powerplants 
will save a good many thousands of dollars each year, and if they pay 
the going rate for power for pumping it would be in excess of a hundred 
thousand dollars a year. 

Mr. Bupeer. You are dealing with interest free money. What dif- 
ference does it make to the United States Treasury as to how long it 
takes to repay it? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I would like to answer that, Mr. Budge. 

The United States borrows all of that money and pays from 2‘ 
percent to 3 percent on it. ‘The longer they have to pay interest, the 
more it costs the United States taxpayer ultimately for the project. 
As long as you are dealing with so-called interest free money, that is 
only interest free to the irrigation project, not to the United States 
or the citizens of the United States. 

Mr. Bupar. In the present fiscal situation I agree with you, but 
T hope that will not be true 60 years from now. 

Mr. Dexuermer. | think in any event the money the United 
States Treasury appropriates for these projects they must pay interest 
on, whether it is 2 percent or 3 percent. It has been between those 
ranges recently. At the present time it is about 24 percent to 2% 
percent, and the longer you have to pay interest on that money, the 
more money it costs the United States Treasury ultimately. 

Mr. BupGr. That is true under our present fiscal situation, but 
just as a generality, exactly how can you say that by spending 
$2,025,000 you are saving money for the Government? That is the 
only thing I take exception to. 

Mr. Dexuermer. If you assume that you go ahead with the finane- 
ing of this project, other than the power plants I think you very 
definitely are not saving money because, as Mr. Larson points out, 
without the power revenue as an aid in paying out the project, the 
Treasury would have to carry that balance for several years longer, 
and perhaps as many as 10 years longer. Whatever the balance of 
that investment was the Government would be paying interest on it. 

Mr. Buper. I hope that will not be true 60 years from now. I 
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hope that we have our books balanced so that we do not have to 
borrow money. 


CONSERVATION OF THE NATION'S NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Kirwan. I would say, Mr. Larson, that if you only save a 
couple of kilowatts you are saving money for the United States. Now, 
why do I say that? Think of the tremendous amount of American 
dollars today in Canada. Think of the billions of our dollars that 
have gone up there only because we did not save our forests in this 
country. 

Also think of the millions of dollars that the United States Steel is 
investing in Labrador and Venezuela in order to get ore. We did 
not save our ore. We thought that the supply would never come to 
an end, but it has almost come to an end, and that goes for other 
resources. 

Look at our coal situation in the great State of Pennsylvania. I just 
read in last night’s paper that there are 40,000 idle within 15 miles 
from where you live, is that correct, Dr. Fenton? 

Mr. Fenron. That is correct. 1 was absent yesterday attending 
a meeting on that very thing. 

Mr. Kirwan. The resources from that State were swept into the 
Susquehanna and Schuylkill Rivers, and it cost the State of Penn- 
sylvania hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Many years ago steamships ran between Harrisburg and Wilkes- 
Barre, where I was born, and today you cannot run a canoe through 
there because it is all filled with debris. Our resources were swept 
into that river when we should have saved them. 

We are not the first nation that went to the wall. 

The people of Persia at one time lived in marble palaces when 
Russia was living in tents, but look at the situation of the nations 
today. We are going down the line faster than Persia did because we 
have not learned to save our resources. Saving the Nation’s re- 
sources is like teaching children to save their pennies. If you teach 
them to save the pennies the dollars will take care of themselves. If 
you have those kilowatts there they will make dollars for the United 
States Government. The little kilowatt makes dollars for the United 
States Government. 

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 


Mr. Fenron. I would just like to comment on some of those things. 
Does this Weber Basin have anything to do with the project that we 
saw when we were out at Salt Lake? 

Mr. JensEN. You did see the Weber project, as I understand it. 

Mr. Fenron. Weber Basin is up around Ogden. 

I have a very pertinent observation on that. I went up in that 
direction toward Ogden when I was out there. You talk about a lack 
of water supply, and yet we saw military installations placed there 
that demand a great deal of water when you do not.have it. We saw 
a lot of great industrial plants in that area where there is a shortage of 
water. 

Now, does the American taxpayer throughout the United States 
have to pay for the water for those people who are continually making 
the situation worse? I was at in seeing the installations in that 
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area, and yet you are demanding that the American taxpayer supply 
municipal water for that whole area. 

It seems to me that with the economic conditions in certain parts of 
the country, the dispersion of some of those particular facilities might 
be undertaken so as to prevent the added taxes we have to pay. 

Does the Bureau of Reclamation take into consideration those 
things when planning to put facilities in areas that are depleted as far 
as water is concerned? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Dr. Fenton, may I say that our population is 
growing considerably. The population in the Western States is 
growing much faster than the rest of the country. People are moving 
out there and steel facilities and industries of that type are moving 
where they can get coal and steel, and where they can supply markets 
without too much transportation. The water is available in the West. 

We think it is our particular assignment to conserve and use that 
water to the best advantage so that it will not destroy property and 
will be used to the best advantage for our country as a whole. 

The taxpayer of the United States, in general, bears very little of 
the cost of the reclamation works because they are repaid either by 
irrigation or power revenues to a very large extent. 

Mr. Fenton. I know that argument. That has been long advanced 
before this committee but the American taxpayer of today is carrying 
the load when the repayment periods go into the year 2000. 

Mr. Krrwan. I am all for this Weber Basin project because it 
reclaims 50,000 acres of land. But when the United States Govern- 
ment, through dollar-a-year men, goes into Utah and builds a steel 
plant at a cost of $200 million, and then sells it for $20 million; that 
I am opposed to. If that plant had been built adjacent to Harris- 
burg, they could have cannibalized it for probably $50 million. 
They build a $200-million steel plant in Utah and sold it for $20 
million. They could have easily put that steel plant in your district 
or around Harrisburg on the Susquehanna River where there was 
plenty of ore and coal available, and they could have spent less 
money on it. 

Mr. Fenton. That is the point I am talking about. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am coming to your aid on that, Dr. Fenton. 
However, it was not the Bureau of Reclamation that did it. At the 
same time it was a waste of Government money to spend $200 million 
to build a steel plant in Provo, Utah. We had to build dams and 
tunnels to get water for it. Pennsylvania was entitled to that $200 
million steel plant. There the ore could have been dredged out of 
the Susquehanna and the Schuylkill Rivers. 

Mr. Fenton. I will probably introduce legislation for the mine- 
water problem we have that affects the whole anthracite region, and I 
will predict that we will not be able to get anything. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am with you in that area, because I was born in 
Wilkes-Barre. When I see a great river like the Susquehanna entering 
Chesapeake Bay only a hundred miles away, I think of what you 
could realize from the $200 million which was spent out in Utah. 
You have limestone there to produce the steel. You could have gotten 
ore and coal in the area had they invested that $200 million in a great 
taxpaying State like Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Fenton. As far as the general overall picture of reclamation 
and irrigation is concerned I am for it. I want you to understand 


4 

3 

| 

i 

4 


970 


that, but I would like to tighten up on certain projects in reclamation. 
This is one in which you are adding more troubles to the water problem. 
That is the point I am getting at. There are certain limitations to it. 

Mr. Kirwan. This project involves the reclamation of 50,000 acres 
of land, is that correct? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am for this, but I was never for putting that steel 
plant in there which the Government spent $200 million to build and 
then had to provide water for it. 

Mr. Fenton. I thought of your arguments when I was out in that 
area. 

Mr. Kirwan. The Reclamation Service was not to blame for that. 

Mr. Fenton. If they are so badly in need of water in that area, 
they should be a little more discreet in the placing of governmenta 
facilities, particularly facilities which add to their water troubles 
As far as I could see, there was not very much water there, that is sure’ 


MUNICIPAL WATER 


Mr. Bupee. Mr. Dexheimer, of the amount you are requesting for 
general investigations, do you anticipate that much of it will be spent 
to make studies for the delivery of domestic water to municipalities? 

Mr. Dexnermer. A very small amount of it. 

Mr. Bupaz. I do not know just how far the Bureau of Reclamation 
should go into domestic water supply. You said a minute ago that it 
costs the Government nearly 3 percent on the money it borrows. The 
municipal water money here is some $18 million and pays annually 
2 percent. In 50 years at 2 percent you would give away the capital 
investment. I hope that the Bureau as a policy matter is not going to 
get too carried away with this investigating of municipal water. That 
is not a responsibility of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is correct, and we consider municipal water 
purely incidental to irrigation water, and we only supply it where it is 
supplied in conjunction with other purposes. 


EDEN PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. We will turn to the Eden project, Wyoming, starting 
on page 365 of justifications and will insert pages 365 through 370 into 
the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Proyect Data 

Authorization 

Originally authorized under the water conservation provision of the Interior 
Department Appropriation Act of 1940 (53 Stat. 685), and later placed under the 
water conservation and utilization program (53 Stat. 1418). he project was 
approved by the President on September 18, 1940, discontinued due to the war, 
and reauthorized on June 28, 1949, by act of Congress (Public Law 132, 81st 
Cong., 1st sess.). 


Location 


Southwestern Wyoming in Sweetwater County. Project area surrounds the 
communities of Eden and Farson, Wyo. Project works extend north from 
Farson, Wyo. 
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Description 


The primary purpose of the project is to provide a full water supply for the 
irrigation of 20,200 acres of arid land, including 9,000 acres of presently irrigated 
land. Facilities of the project include Big Sandy Dam and Reservoir, Little 
Sandy diversion dam, Means canal, Little Sandy canal, Eden canal rehabilita- 
tion and enlargement, Farson area laterals, Eden area laterals, west side laterals, 
Farson area drains, Eden and Sandy area drains and west side drains. 


Status 


As of June 30, 1954, the project will be approximately 67 percent complete. 
Construction will be complete on Big Sandy Dam and Reservoir and the Means 
Canal and will be underway on the Eden Canal rehabilitation, west side laterals, 
and Eden area laterals. Preconstruction operations will be active on the Farson 
area laterals, Eden area laterals, Farson area drains, Eden and Sandy area drains, 
and west side drains. 


Repayment 

A contract was executed on June 8, 1950, with the Eden Valley Irrigation and 
Drainage District consistent with Public Law 132, 8lst Congress, Ist session, 
authorizing completion of the Eden project. Public Law 132 provides, “that 
construction costs of the irrigation features of the project which are not hereby 
made reimbursabie by the water users shall be set aside in a special account, 
against which net revenues derived from the sale of power generated at the 
hydroelectric plants of the Colorado River storage projects in the upper basin 
shall be charged when such plants are constructed.” 


Amount to be repaid and repayment period 


| Repayment period 


Amount 
Regular |Development 


Irrigation $1, 500, 000 | 1963 to 2028__| 10 years 
| 


(Sixty years plus development periods of 5 years, for old lands and 10 years for 
new lands.) 
Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 
$1, 500, 000 
15, 791, 000 


7, 291, 000 


1 Pursuant to act of June 28, 1949, costs in excess of $1,500,000 to be returned from power revenues of 
proposed Colorado River storage project. 


Repayment costs per acre 
Federal investment per acre 


From power revenue 

Annual water user charges: 
Construction 


Gross crop income per acre resulting from project irrigation, $30. 


History of project development 

Initial date: 

Planning, 1937. 

Advanced planning, 1941. 

Construction, 1941 (WCU). 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1959. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 

fiscal year 1941, $1,154,595 from WCU funds. 


42590—54—pt. 2——-16 


| | 
) 
1 
Total 
| 
75. 00 
286. 00 


Costs 
2 $2, 045, 000 


1 Bureau of Reclamation construction. 


The total estimated cost of Eden project has been increased from $6, 152,000 
to $7,291,000 (anticipated total obligations, $7,342,794). This change is prin- 
cipally a result of revised plans and estimates based on more detailed field infor- 
mation prepared for purposew of the project definite plan report. The increase in 
cost is primarily a result of project lateral and drainage requirements. 


Schedule of development 


| 
Through fiscal | Fiscal y Fiscal 
| 
ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 
Summarized financial data 
Allotment, fiscal year $199, 248 
Prior year balance available... 415, 258 
Balance available in subsequent year__..--_.----------- —25, 000 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

The program for fiscal year 1955 includes completion of construction on Eden 
Canal rehabilitation. Construction will be continued on the Eden area laterals, 
and West Side laterals. Preconstruction activities will be initiated on the Little 
Sandy Diversion Dam and the Little Sandy Canal but will be discontinued on the 
Farson area laterals, Farson area drains, Eden and Sandy area drains, and West 
Side drains. 


Justification 

Continued activities during the budget year on this project are essential to effect 
repair and improvement of the existing rundown project system and to prevent 
further loss of cropland by seepage and irregular water deliveries. The funds 
requested tor fiscal year 1955 are necessary to make payments and carry on related 
work for the major contracts in effect for the Eden Canal enlargement and the 
Eden area and West Side laterals. Examples of required related work are the 
procurement of right-of-way and engineering. Other work requiring funds is 
investigations on two of the remaining features and operation and maintenance 
during construction. 
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Allotments required 


Schedule of construction program, eatin’ years 1954 and 1955 
Totalto | Program, | Program 
Program item June 30, | current’ | budget’ | ‘comple fog 
1953 year 1954 | year 1955 | Complete 
(1) (2) (3) (4) | (5) (6) 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM | | 
Big Sandy Dam and Reservoir___- $2, 136,000 | $2, 119, 994 $16, 006 | era 
Little Sandy Diversion Dam... ae 97, 000 27, 501 : — $5, 800 $63, 699 
Means Canal “ae 536, 000 507, 209 | 28, 791 | 
Little Sandy Canal 100, 000 24,018 | 4, 500 | 71, 482 
Eden Canal rehabilitation ‘and 
ment... } 1,150,000 375, 013 | 223, 700 |___. 
Farson area laterals... 940, 000 57,943 | 834, 750 
Eden area laterals ---_._- | 1, 100, 000 | 300 | 213, 700 736, 500 
West Side laterals __ | 550, 000 23 229, 500 120, 300 
Farson area drains | 522, 000 : ‘ Bs) | 389, 312 
Eden and Sandy area drains ‘ | 96, 000 6,000 | . | 70, 800 
West Side drains.____........-. 64, 000 3, 900 | 58, 600 
Total 7,291,000 | 3,463,652 | 804,705 | 677,200 | 2,345, 443 
Service facilities... ............. onl 243, 740 | —9,093 | —49, 800 — 184, 847 
Stores... Pod 23,015 1,000 | —4, 900 | —19, 115 
Operation and maintenance during con- | | 
struction -| 11, 854 5, 354 4,000 | 2, 500 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures _| 39, 940 | 39, 940 | : 
Total expenditures. | 7,342,794 | 3,775, 701 800, 612 625,000 | 2, 141, 481 
Unliquidated obligations - - 211,106 | —211,106 
— . 
| | = 
Total obligations. 3,986,807 | 589, 506 25, 000 2,141, 481 
Method of financing: | | } } 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954... } 199, 248 | 
Prior year balance available | 415, 258 25, 000 | 
Balance available in subsequent 9 ‘years. 45 | —25, 000 
| - 
| 


600,000 | 2, 141, 500 


Mr. Jensen. This completes the projects in region 4. 

Mr. Larson, do you have any further statement you would like to 
make to the committee at this time? 

Mr. Larson. I have a short statement, Mr. Chairman, but probably 
it is not necessary to include it in the record. 

Mr. Jensen. No, that is not necessary. We have gone into all of 
the things which are pertinent to our inquiry on this project. 

So we thank you, Mr. Larson, for your presentation. We will 
take into consideration all of the statements you have presented, and 
we understand Senators and Congressmen from your area will be 
heard before the subcommittee next week in the interest of some of 
these projects. 

Mr. Larson. I want to thank the committee. 

Mr. Jensen. After we have heard these gentlemen, and the com- 
missioner and the representatives of that section of the country, the 
committee will do its utmost to treat the area fairly. 

Mr. Larson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for the privilege 
of appearing before you. 

Reeion No. 5 


Mr. Jensen. We will take up next region 5. Mr. Robbins, you are 
the regional director of region 5, with headquarters at Amat illo, Tex.? 

Mr. Rossins. Yes, sir, Chairman. 

Mr. Junsen. How long have you been regional director, Mr. 
Robbins? 


Mr. Rossins. I have been regional director for the past 7 years. 
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Mr. Jensen. So by now you have become well acquainted with the 
projects in your area. Do you have a statement you would like to 
make to the committee at this time? 

Mr. Rossins. I have a general statement in regard to our region 
which I can present to the committee. 

Mr. Jensen. How long is it? 

Mr. Rossins. It is about 5 pages long. 


STATEMENT OF THF DIRECTOR OF REGION NO. 5 


Mr. Jensen. Can you give us a brief summary of it? 

Mr. Rorrrns. Yes, sir; region 5, comprising the States of Okla- 
homa and Texas, the Rio Grande and Pecos River watersheds in New 
Mexico, the Rio Grande watershed in Colorado and the Arkansas 
River watershed below Ellinwood, Kans., contains one quarter of the 
17 State reclamation area and one-third of the total population of 
those 17 States. 

The regional construction program involves a continuation of work 
on the middle Rio Grande, the Vermejo, and the original Rio Grande 
project during fiscal year 1955. An enlargement oi the spillway of 
Alamogordo Dam, Carlsbad project is also planned, general investi- 
gations will be continued in all States within the region. 

lrrigation system operation is at the present time in the hands of 
all project water users, except for the Rio Grande project and certain 
other storage reservoirs which hold multiple purposes. The recently 
constructed channelization works on the Rio Grande, below Albu- 
querque are being maintained by the Bureau. 

Development of the natural resources of region 5 is still in its in- 
fancy and in practically every case water supply is the key problem. 
Much work has been done on this problem in the region, looking 
toward, first, the resolution of critical problems and, second, planning 
for ultimate needs on a long-range basis. Many possibilities are now 
being considered and explored. 

In compliance with the wishes of the Congress and the instructions 
of the Commissioner of Reclamation the region has been reorganized 
and numerous economies effected. Personnel employed in the region 
on January 1, 1954, numbered 559 as compared with 617 on January 
1, 1953. Staffing of the regional office has been reduced from 98 to 
71 during the same period. Other organization changes designed to 
produce still further economy have been put into effect. I have with 
me detailed statements regarding all phases of the operations of the 
Bureau in this region and am prepared to discuss them with the com- 
mittee. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 

Region 5 of the Bureau of Reclamation embraces the States of Texas, Okla- 
homa, the Rio Grande Basin in New Mexico, and Colorado, and the lower Ar- 
kansas Basin in southern Kansas. It is a large area roughly 875 miles north and 
south, and 820 miles east and west, and contains 26 percent of the total area and 
32.6 percent of the total population of the 17 Western States. In addition we 
hoes certain responsibilities under the AWRBIAC for Arkansas, Louisiana, and 

Activities in the region fall into the three general categories of construction 
and rehabilitation, operation, and maintenance (including soil and moisture con- 
servation operations) and general investigations necessary for the development 
of sound projects. As of July 1, 1954, these activities will be directly super- 
vised through 10 field offices and field stations. In addition there are seven other 
field operations with which we deal directly in assisting the water users in the 
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use and maintenance of these facilities and in protecting the interest of the 
Government. 

In the first category, construction work will be continued on rehabilitation of 
the Middle Rio Grande project near Albuquerque, N. Mex., completion of the 
overhead ground-wire system on the Rio Grande project north of El Paso, and 
completion of the rehabilitation and construction work on the Vermejo project 
at’ Maxwell, N. Mex. In addition we propose to undertake vitally necessary 
repairs on the Alamogordo Dam spillway, located near Fort Sumner, N. Mex., 
which provides the principal water storage for the Carlsbad project. 

It has long been the policy of this region to turn over to or keep the operation 
and maintenance of projects in the hands of the local water users. At the present 
time water users are operating the Fort Sumner project at Fort Sumner, N. Mex., 
minor reservoirs and the distribution system of the Carlsbad project at Carlsbad, 
N. Mex., the distribution system for the W. C. Austin project at Altus, Okla., all 
of the works of the Balmorhea project at Balmorhea, Tex., the Bureau-constructed 
works of the Tucumcari project at Tucumeari, N. Mex., and Marshal! Ford Dam 
near Austin, Tex. During the rehabilitation work on the Middle Rio Grande 
and Vermejo projects, operation and maintenance of these projects is being 
continued by the district organizations. The only operation and maintenance 
activities handled by Bureau personne! in region 5 include the irrigation and power 
and storage systems on the Rio Grande project, El Paso, Tex., the Platoro Reservoir 
on the Conejos division of the San Luis Valley project in Colorado; and reserved 
works reservoirs on the Carlsbad project, Alamogordo Dam near Fort Sumner, 
N. Mex.; and the Altus Dam providing storage for the W. C. Austin project near 
Altus, Okla. We are also operating and maintaining completed channelization 
works on the Rio Grande above Elephant Butte with the actual work being 
accomplished by the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District, under contract. 

At the present time there are two projects in this region that are authorized, 
the total cost of which is estimated at about $136 million. Construction work will 
be undertaken on either of these projects when negotiations are further completed 
with the interested wacer users, legal requirements met, and certain technical 
difficulties ironed out. 

This vast area of the Southwest has enormous development potential in the 
form of arable land and mineral resources. Water supply is the key problem, 
yet little has been done toward full development of these water resources. Prior 
to World War II, the Nation’s demands did not require extensive development 
in this area and as a result the region was far behind most of the remainder of the 
country in realizing its capabilities. Since that war, development has progressed 
at a rapid rate with consequent demand on plentiful but maldistributed sources 
of water. For the past 10 vears the Bureau has been engaged in two major under- 
takings: (1) immediate action to correct existing local critical water problems; 
and (2) in the preparation of long-range plans looking toward the optimum devel- 
opment of the area’s resources. This has resulted in a relatively small construc- 
tion program with the major regional effort of the Bureau being devoted to resource 
development planning. This planning program has now reached a stage where 
potentially sound projects totaling construction costs of over $1,500 million can 
be outlined in firm detail. There is very high State and local interest in these 
projects and the Bureau’s program in the Region can be expected to reflect local 
demands that it be expanded at an extensive rate beginning in the very near 
future. This could be in fiscal year 1956 assuming that national economic 
conditions will permit. 

Congressional and administration desire to effect economy in the operations of 
the Bureau of Reclamation has been complied with in region 5, in accordance with 
the instructions of the Secretary and the Commissioner. Prior to expiration of 
fiscal year 1953, 54 positions were eliminated from the regional organization and 
the same number of employees were removed from regional rolls. Twenty-five 
of these positions were dropped in the regional office and the balance in the various 
field offices. As of the present there are 71 occupied positions in the regional 
office as compared with 98 as of March 31, 1953. Personnel employed in the 
region as of January 1, 1954, totaled 559 as compared with 617 on January 1, 1953. 
The salary and other expense incidental to the employment of some 225 of these 
employees on current rolls is borne directly by trust funds advanced by project 
water users and is not a burden on appropriated funds. Paralleling the general 
administrative reorganization of the Bureau, all service divisions in the regional 
office have been consolidated under one administrative head. ‘This has been 
accomplished without increasing staffing requirements and will result in further 
operating economy. It is considered that, in relation to the program for 1955 as 
presented to the committee, the present staffs of the regional and field offices, 
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although reduced to bare essentiads, is nevertheless adequate for accomplishment 
of that program. 

The amount of funds requested for fiseal year 1955 for this region is the mini- 
mum with which we can carry on an adequate program consistent with sound 
engineering practices and efficient operations in meeting the demands pressed 
upon us. Although the total amount is comparatively small, it 1s vitally necessary 
to carry on these operations as they are of extreme importance to the local interests 
and the national economy. I have prepared detailed statements concerning the 
individual phases of our activities, and I will be glad to discuss them with the 
committee. 


CARLSBAD PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. We will next take up the Carlsbad project, beginning 
on page 281 of the justifications. Demcbrentiie, $300,000; operation 
and maintenance, $3,000. We will insert in the record pages 281 
through 285 and 287 through 289. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 
Authorization 
The Carlsbad project was authorized in 1906 by the Secretary, and Alamogordo 
Dam was authorized by the Secretary of the Interior under a finding of feasibility 
te by the President on November 6, 1935, under the Federal reclamation 
aws. 


Location 


In the Pecos River Valley in DeBaca, Guadalupe, and Eddy Counties of south- 
eastern New Mexico. 


Description 


The project irrigation works consist of 3 reservoirs (Alamogordo, Mc Millan, 
and Avalon), 184 miles of canals and laterals, a 514-foot concrete flume across 
Pecos River, 24 miles of drains; a concrete diversion dam on Black River and 
appurtenant facilities. In addition to forming a storage reservoir, Avalon Dam 
also serves as the diversion works for the project to serve about 25,000 acres. 


Status 


All of the features of this project are complete, except for the Prgoere enlarge- 
ment of the spillway on Alamogordo Dam, and are in operation. The Bureau of 
Reclamation operates and maintains Alamogordo Dam and Reservoir and the 
Carlsbad Irrigation District operates and maintains the balance of the project 
facilities. In regard to the proposed spillway enlargement, most of the field 
investigation work necessary for accomplishing this construction is available 
either from previous investigations for the construction of Alamogordo Dam or 
has been made subsequent to the completion of the dam. There remains only a 
rota ~" ha 3 of field work to be performed before construction specifications can 
issued. 


Repayment 

In regard to the completed work, the original net construction cost of the 
project, $1,141,761, which includes Avalon and McMillan Dams and the dis- 
tribution and drainage systems, was fully repaid in 1947. 

A supplemental contract dated January 16, 1936, and amended October 5, 1943, 
fixes the maximum obligation for Alamogordo Dam and project betterments at 
$2,600,000 to be paid in 40 equal annual installments. The district began pay- 
ments on this contract in 1946 and in addition, advanced necessary funds for 
operation and maintenance of project works. Providing the proposed additional 
spillway capacity at Alomogordo Dam is considered to be the responsibility of 
the Federal Government on the basis that the Carlsbad Irrigation District con- 
tracted with the United States tor a reservoir which would safely provide storage 
capacity for floodwaters and meet its irrigation needs, and therefore, the district 
is not liable tor the measures necessary to assure the safety of the structure which 
was provided under the contract. It is therefore recommended that the total 
funds necessary for such work be nonreimbursable, otherwise there is a question 
whether the amount requested can be expended if appropriated. 


4 
? 


£ 


977 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1905. 
Advance planning, 1905. 
Construction, 1905. 


Schedule of development 


Initial operation Fiscal Fiscal | 
[ree | year | year | year | Ultimate 
Date| Number} 1952 | | ims | 
Irrigation (system): Irrigable acreage for | 
ret eranadeancnanns we wets 1906 19, 650 25, 055 25, 055 25, 055 25, 055 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total $1, 471, 000 
Total obligations to June 30, 1953 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 
Allotment, fiscal year 300, 000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1955_........-.-.-.-.-..--.-.---... 300, 000 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

The program for fiscal year 1955 includes the establishment of the construction 
organization, completion of necessary engineering data, preparation and issuance 
of specifications, award of contract, and payment of approximately $177,000 
contractor’s earnings. A definite plan report will be prepared prior to initiation 
of construction. 


Justification 


When Alamogordo Dam was designed, about 1935, the accepted basis for 
determination of spillway capacity was the application of factors of safety to the 
maximum floods of record at the site. On this basis, a spillway was provided 
which would discharge about 42,000 cubie feet per second at normal pool level of 
elevation 4,275.0 and about 56,000 cubic feet per second at maximum pool level 
which is elevation 4,280.0 or 5 feet below top of dam. In 1937, during the con- 
struction of the dam and again in 1941 and 1942, there occurred floods which 
exceeded all prior floods. Studies were then made which determined the need 
for a spillway to handle a capacity of 225,000 cubic feet per second. 

The damages attributable to possible failure of the present dam are estimated 
to be $9 million (estimate prepared by Albuquerque area planning office, Bureau 
of Reclamation, and Albuquerque district Corps of Engineers in collaboration). 
Alamogordo Dam, in its present condition, is, therefore, a hazard to life and 
property. 

Since it is obviously impossible to predict the occurrence of a flood of such 
magnitude as to cause overtopping and failure of the dam under existing con- 
ditions, and since the existing spillway has already been taxed to design capacity, 
the situation is regarded as critical and corrective measures should be taken 
immediately. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Total to Program, | Program. 

Program item June 30, current budget 

1953 year 1954 | year 1955 P 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Construction program: 
Spillway enlargement, Alamogordo 

$1, 526, 000 975,000 }...........- $270, 500 | $1, 180, 500 
1, 526, 000 270, 500 1, 180, 500 
Transfers, credits and other expenditures —55, 000 20, 000 
Total expenditures. 1, 471, 000 300, 000 1,171,000 
Total obligations. 1,471,000 390, 000 1,171, 000 
Method of financing: Allotments required _|_......_...- 300, 000 1, 171, 000 


ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION 


Summarized financial data 


Total, fiscal year 1953 
Fiscal year 1954: 
Allotment 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 


Fiseal year 1955: 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


AND MAINTENANCE 


Increase (+-) or 
Program 1955 | decrease (—) 
from 1954 
MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 

Storage system. For continued operation and maintenance of Alamo- 
Total obligations, multipurpose facilities... 10, 509 —3, 482 


Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955 


Program Program 
Program item current’ budget’ 
year, year 1954 year 1955 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 
Operation and maintenance: Storage system.................- $10, 073 $13, 991 $10, 509 
10, 073 13, 991 10, 509 
Allocation: 
10, 073 13, 991 10, 509 
Method of financing: 
Funds advanced by Water users..........-...---.-.------- 


| | | 
Funds advanced by water users. -.....-.-------------- 10, 991 
$3, 000 
Funds advanced by water users--...-.---------.--.--. 7,509 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1955..........----------------- 10, 509 
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Project statistics 


| 
Estimated 
Actual, 


Feature or item fiscal year | 
| 1953 } Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
| 1954 | 1955 


Irrigation system: 

Irrigable area for service: 
Irrigation service land, full_........ | 4 25, 055 25, 055 
Irrigation service land, supple- 

mental. 


Net area in cultivation (entire area) ihe oddamte 24, 338 

Gross crop value Ss 4,651,561 | 3,000, 006 4, 000, 000 

Average gross crop value per cultivated | __- 4 191 151 167 
acre. 

Storage dams and reservoirs._..........| Number 


! Figures on calendar year basis. 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Robbins, tell us what you intend to construct 
with the $300,000? 


ALAMOGORDO SPILLWAY ENLARGEMENT 


Mr. Rossins. The $300,000 is to start construction on the enlarge- 
ment of the spillway of the Alamogordo Dam. 

Mr. Jensen. The construction money is requested for engineering 
of the enlargement of the Alamogordo Dam spillway? 

Mr. Rossins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. What is this figure $1,171,000? 

Mr. Ropprnys. $1,171,000 is the total for fiscal year 1956. Total 
estimated cost of the project is $1,471,000. 

Mr. Jensen. Could the construction be started in fiscal 1955? 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Your justification on page 282 states, and I quote: 

It is, therefore, recommended that the total funds necessary for such work be 
nonreimbursable, otherwise there is a question whether the amount requested 
can be expended if appropriated. 

Mr. Rossins. That is correct. 

Mr. JENSEN. Just what is the meaning of that? 

Mr. Rossrns. With your permission, I would like to give you a 
little background on that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. JENSEN. Very well. 

Mr. Rossins. fh iad Dam was completed about 1938, I 
believe. At that time, in the design of the dam, and provision of 
spillway capacity, the design was casa on the records we had at 
that time, which were incomplete. The design was with appropriate 
safety factors but based only on the known floods of record at that 
time. 

During the construction of the dam, and in 1941 and 1942, on 2 
or 3 different occasions, floods occurred which greatly exceeded the 
previously known floods, and demonstrated the inadequacy of this 
spillway. 
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Mr. Jensen. You have a map there of the middle Rio Grande 
project. Is Carlsbad a part of that project? 

Mr. Rossins. No; it is not a part of the middle Rio Grande proj- 
ect. From the map, I may give you some idea of where it is. 

Mr. Jensen. The Alamogordo Dam is on a tributary of the Rio 
Grande? 

Mr. Rossins. It is on the Pecos River. 

Mr. JensEN. Yes. 

Mr. Rogsins. The Carlsbad project is in southeastern New Mexico, 
and the Alamogordo Dam is about 150 river miles farther north. 

Mr. McPuat. It is north of Fort Sumner. 

Mr. Jensen. It is near the middle of the State, about half way to 
the northern boundary? 

Mr. Ropsins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres of land will that reservoir provide 
irrigation for? 

Mr. Rossins. About 22,000 acres. 

Mr. Jensen. Name some of the towns in that vicinity? 

Mr. Rossins. The principal town is Carlsbad, N. Mex. That is 
the only one on the irrigation project of any size. The Alamogordo 
Dam is near the town of Fort Sumner, which is on another project. 


CONDITION OF THE CARLSBAD PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. I have been there. <A few years ago I was requested 
by Mrs. Lutz to go there and look at the Carlsbad project, which, at 
that time, was in desperate condition. The canals were leaking water. 
Alamogordo Dam was in terrible condition; all of the gates were either 
rotted out or rotting out. About the best crops they were raising 
were weeds, around the canal and along the canal. 

Mr. Rossins. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Because that is where the water was. But the acres 
that were supposed to be in irrigation were only producing about half 
a crop because of the loss of water. 

Mr. Rossrins. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. So I came back to the Congress and reported the 
situation. The water users were very dissatisfied, because they had 
been paying for operation and maintenance to the tune of about $4 
an acre for years and years and getting no maintenance. So I recom- 
mended to Mr. Krug that he go down there and either fix the project 
so that the water users could get the water or turn the project over to 
the water users. This I felt would not be treating them very nice, 
after they had expended all of this money for maintenance. But 
in view of the bad situation, they said they would rather take it over 
than to have it remain asit was. So Mr. rue issued an order turning 
the whole thing over to the water users. I do not suppose there is 
any money in this request for repair of the canals, is there? 

Mr. Rossins. No, sir. I might say that the local irrigation district 
did take over the operation and maintenance of the project, and they 
have done a great deal of work on the physical improvement of the 
system and the system is now in much better shape than it was at the 
time they took it over. They have also raised the assessment in 
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order to finance this improvement work which has been done and it is 
about double what they were paying, but they did that themselves. 
So they are getting along very nicely in the management of the project. 
I have a statement on that, Mr. Chairman, if you wish it in the 
record. 
NONREIMBURSABLE CONSTRUCTION 


The statement particularly relates to the nonreimbursable feature 
of this total item. 

Mr. JenseN. I am not quite satisfied with this whole question of 
reimbursability. Are you satisfied that it should not be reimbursable? 

Mr. Rossins. Yes, sir; I am. 

Mr. JENSEN. Are you, Mr. Commissioner? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The difficulty with the irrigators on the Carlsbad 
project is that they do not have the capacity to repay this, and we 
feel that to some extent, at least, it was not their responsibility, be- 
cause there was lack of adequate data when the spillway was designed. 

Mr. JENSEN. I am going to make this statement. I think the water 
users in the Carlsbad project were badly treated over the many years 
that the project has been in operation; they were badly treated by 
their Uncle Sam. 

That project was turned over to them when it was in a terrible 
condition, as bad as you could imagine any irrigation project could 
possibly get into. I can readily understand why it is felt that there 
should not be reimbursement of the amount of money herein re- 
quested. Without doubt, they take that position because they have 
spent money for maintenance for many, many years that they did not 
cet. 

I went into this thing very thoroughly while | was out there. The 
Board went with me and we traveled that project almost over every 
canal that could be reached on the project. Uncle Sam has a duty 
and a responsibility in doing this work for these people on a non- 
reimbursable basis because of the facts that I have just stated. And 
1, for one, certainly would not go along with an item of this size without 
some sort of a reimbursement by the water users unless those facts 
were as they are. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Mr. Chairman, we also feel that due to the flood 
hazards, this item has a very definite value of prevention of flood 
damage to that whole area along the river, and not especially just to 
the Carlsbad project, because it in fact is farther down the river. 

Mr. Jensen. You would like to have your statement in the record, 
Mr. Robbins? 

Mr. Rossrns. Yes. 

Mr. JensEN. To justify the item for which you are asking non- 
reimbursement? 

Mr. Rosstns. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record 

(The material referred to follows:) 
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CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION, CARLSBAD Prosyect, New Mexico, 
ALAMOGORDO Dam ENLARGEMENT, ReGion 5, AMARILLO, TEX. 


The appropriation request for fiseal year 1955 is $300,000 which will permit 
start of construction with completion scheduled for fiscal year 1956. No funds 
have previously been appropriated for this construction. Total estimate of the 
enlargment is $1,471,000. 

The Carlsbad project was first authorized in 1906, and Alamogordo Dam was 
included in the project by supplemental authorization dated November 6, 1935, 
under the Federal reclamation laws. 

The spillway enlargement covers changes in the existing Alamogordo dam 
located in De Baca County in eastern New Mexico, about 15 miles northwest of 
Fort Sumner, a city of 2,000 population. 

The spillway enlargement consists of lowering the present dike section 6.6 feet 
and paving the lowered dike section to serve as an auxiliary spillway; increasing 
the height of the present dam enbankment by 9.3 feet; and necessary modification 
of existing spillway, outlet works, and stilling basin. 

The damages attributable to possible failure of the present dam are estimated 
to be $9 million (estimate prepared by Albuquerque area planning office, Bureau 
of Reclamation, and Albuquerque district Corps of Engineers in collaboration). 
Alamogordo Dam, in its present condition, is, therefore, a hazard to life and 
property. 

The Carlsbad Irrigation District maintains that provision of the necessary 
additional spillway capacity is the responsibility of the Federal Government on 
the basis that the district contracted with the United States for a reservoir which 
would safely provide storage capacity for floodwaters and meet its irrigation 
needs, and therefore, the district is not liable for the measures necessary to 
assure the safety of the structure which was provided under the contract. It is, 
therefore, recommended that the total funds requested be nonreimbursable. 

Furthermore, repayment studies indicate that the water users are already 
obligated to the full extent of their ability to pay. Construction installments on 
Alamogordo Dam, operation and maintenance of all irrigation facilities, and the 
district’s replacement and improvement program constitutes a full financial load, 
particularly in light of recent water shortages. 

The entire initial cost of construction of the dam has been allocated for repay- 
ment by the water users, without consideration being given to general benefits 
provided such as flood control, fish and wildlife, and recreation values. Removal 
of the hazard by provision of the auxiliary spillway would permit recognition of 
these values which by themselves would nearly equal the cost of constructing the 
spillway and would therefore, go far toward justifying the nonreimbursable 
expenditure. 

By means of a radio flood-warning system it is now possible to operate the dam 
near usable capacity although with some hazard to the structure. 

Most of the field investigation work necessary for accomplishing this construc- 
tion is available either from previous investigations for the construction of 
Alamogordo Dam or has been made subsequent to the completion of the dam. 
There remains only a minor amount of fieldwork to be performed before construc- 
tion specifications can be issued. 

The program for fiscal year 1955 includes the establishment of the construction 
organization, securing of necessary field data, preparation and issuance of specifi- 
cations, award of contract, and payment of approximately $177,000 contractor’s 
earnings. A definite plan report will be prepared prior to initiation of con- 
struction. 

Since it is obviously impossible to predict the oecurrence of a flood of such 
magnitude as to cause overtopping and failure of the dam under existing condi- 
tions, and since the existing spillway has already been taxed to design capacity, 
the situation is regarded as critical and corrective measures should be taken 
immediately. 


Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, I believe the dam was very badly 
planned in the first place. ; 
Mr. Jensen. It was a very bad job from the practical standpoint. 
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Mr. Fenton. This spillway was originally designed to discharge 
42,000 cubic-feet per second. 

Mr. Rospsins. Yes. 

Mr. Fenton. And you want to enlarge it to 225,000 cubic-feet 
per second. ‘That is quite a difference in the amount of water to be 
discharged. 

Mr. JENSEN. Are any more acres to be irrigated? 

Mr. Rossins. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. In other words, this will accommodate the same 
number of acres as was originally proposed? 

Mr. Rossins. That is right. 

Mr. Fenton. They explained this difficulty by the history of the 
maximum flood up to that time and I can readily see how that would 
be a good reason. How far is this dam from the irrigated area? 

Mr. Rossrys. About 150 river-miles upstream from the irrigated 
area. 

Mr. Fenton. And you have canals all the way? 

Mr. Rossrins. No, sir; we use the river to carry the water. 

Mr. Fenton. You use the river to take the water to the irrigated 
area? 

Mr. Ropssins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Junsen. If 1 remember correctly, the water is taken out of 
the river about 20 miles away from the project? 

Mr. Rossins. That is right. There are two reservoirs at the loca- 
tion you mention, one the McMillan Reservoir, which was the main 
storage unit, and then a smaller one below MeMillan, the Avalon 
Reservoir. Both of those reservoirs are nearly filled up with sediment; 
That is one of the reasons we have had to build Alamogordo. 


SOIL CONSERVATION NEEDED 


Mr. Jensen. That is the reason I have called to the attention of 
the committee and the Congress several times the need for keeping 
the silt on the land and not letting it wash into these reservoirs. This 
is one good reason why we need soil conservation. 

For instance, at the Elephant Butte Dam in New Mexico, it has 
been rapidly filling with silt ever since the time it was built. 

Mr. Rossrns. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. I would like to have you give us an estimate of the 
number of years that the Elephant Butte Dam will continue to hold 
water, any water. 

Mr. Rossrns. There is somewhat of a phenomenon going on there. 
That reservoir, after it was first built, started filling up rather rapidly, 
but later on the rate of sedimentation fell off. The reason for this 
decrease was that the condition of the river channel above Elephant 
Butte had deteriorated and most of that sediment was dropped in the 
channel above the reservoir. That is the condition existing now and 
which creates the problem we are working on in the Middle Rio Grande 
project today. 

Mr. Jensen. In other words, that silt is settling in the river 
channel now for the full length of the Rio Grande River? 
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Mr. Rossins. Yes, instead of going into the reservoir. 

Mr. Jensen. Instead of going into Elephant Butte Reservoir. 

Mr. Rossrns. So that the rate of siltation has dropped off, in 
regard to the settlement of the silt in the reservoir. But we are now 
channeling the Rio Grande, in connection with the middle Rio Grande 
project, so that the problem is in the river itself; that is why we 
need to bave an intensive erosion prevention project undertaken in 
that area. 

Mr. Jensen. I had an engineer tell me about 5 years ago that 
within 25 years from now the reservoir would be filled up completely 
if the rate was continued as was then existing, and that the dam itself 
would be absolutely worthless. 

Mr. Rosstns. | do not think it will progress that rapidly. There 
have been about two hundred or three hundred thousand acre-feet 
of silt, but originally it had a capacity of some 2 million. 

Mr. Jensen. We appropriated $1.25 million last year to help out 
on the Rio Grande, did we not? 

Mr. Rossrns. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Tell us for the record what you did with that money? 

Mr. Rorgins. We have continued with water salvage work on the 
channel itself. That is the emergency phase which is now nearing 
completion. We are now using a part of that money for the drainage 
system, which will provide more water salvage. 

Mr. Jensen. So that you are taking some immediate steps to pre- 
vent further loss. 

Mr. Rossins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. How old is this project? 

Mr. Rossins. The Elephant Butte Dam? 

Mr. Jensen. The Elephant Butte Dam was completed when? 

Mr. Rossins. In 1916, and the Bureau of Reclamation has been in 
that area since about 1908. 

Mr. Fenton. I was talking about the Alamogordo Reservoir. 

Mr. Rossins. The Alamogordo Dam was completed, I believe, 
about 1938. The Carlsbad project was one of the earliest projects of 
the Bureau of Reclamation, begun about 1906. 

Mr. Fenton. Is there any precedent for this nonreimbursable item? 

Mr. Rossrns. The nonreimbursable item? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Rossins. I do not know whether you could establish a direct 
precedent for it or not. Do you know, Mr. Commissioner? 

Mr. Dexneimer. I do not know that we have in the Bureau of 
Reclamation a direct precedent. However, there is plenty of prece- 
dent for flood control, nonreimbursable expenditures and for correcting 
projects that were built from the basis of incomplete information. 


CONDITION OF THE ALAMOGORDO DAM 


Mr. Jensen. Let me read into the record this statement, which I 
think has a bearing on your question, Dr. Fenton.. This is found on 
page 284 of justifications, and I read as follows: 


The damages attributable to possible failure of the present dam are estimated 
to be $9 million (estimate prepared by Albuquerque area planning office, Bureau 
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of Reclamation, and Albuquerque District Corps of Engineers in collaboration) ; 
Alamogordo Dam, in its present condition, is, therefore, a hazard to life and 
property. 

Do you mean that unless we spend this amount of money you are 
requesting to improve the Alamogordo Dam, the $9 million already 
spent on the dam will be jeopardized? 

Mr. Rossins. The original cost of the dam was $2,600,000. That 
statement refers to the evaluation of potential damage in the event 
of a failure of the dam, which is $9 million. 

Mr. JENSEN. Because of damage downstream? 

Mr. Rosstns. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JensEN. Downstream from the reservoir. What would be 
involved? 

Mr. Rogsins. Immediately below the dam is Fort Sumner project 
which is a highly developed area of about 6,500 acres around the town 
of Fort Sumner, which would be hit by any failure of Alamogordo 
Dam. 

Further on downstream, of course, would be the Carlsbad project, 
or reservoir, and it is quite possible there could be a successive failure 
of those lower dams. 

FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. JensEN. Will the water users of the Carlsbad project receive 
any additional water in excess of the amount of water that was 
guaranteed to that project when the contract was first negotiated? 

Mr. Rossins. Not by reason of this additional investment, no. 

Mr. JENSEN. Not by reason of this additional investment? 

Mr. Rossins. No. They would have greater safety. 


Mr. JeNnsEN. But the facts are that no additional water over and 
above the amount that has been promised originally would be 
received? 

Mr. Rossins. That is right. 

Mr. Fenron. That leads me to question why this money should 
be in this project, which I understand is for irrigation? Is that 
right? 

Mr. Rossins. Solely. 

Mr. Fenron. Why should it come under an irrigation project? 
Why should it not belong under flood control? 

Mr. Jensen. I think that is a good point. 

Mr. Rossins. That is a very good question. We have contended 
that there are flood-control benefits which have not been recognized 
in any previous allocation of costs to the water users. The water 
users, so far, have repaid and have agreed to repay, every cent that 
the Federal Government has expended to date, but we have been in 
this position, that the Corps of Engineers with whom we have been 
in consultation on flood-control problems, have contended that because 
of the inadequate condition of the spillway, there is no flood-control 
benefit, and there has been a lot of debate because of that. 

Mr. Fenton. I can imagine that would be true. 

Mr. Rossrns. I think that we could well argue that this major 
— of this additional expenditure could be charged to flood 
control. 
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AUTHORIZATION 


Mr. Bupas. I was going to ask the same question that Dr. Fenton 
asked, whether there had been any precedent for this in the Bureau 
of Reclamation. On what would the statutory authorization be based 
for such an expenditure as this? 

Mr. Dexnermer. We have to rely, Mr. Budge, on the general 
reclamation law, but as we pointed out here, unless this money is 
made nonreimbursable, we would have no authority to spend it. 

Mr. Bupgr. Do you feel that you would, even if it were made non- 
reimbursable? What is your statutory authority for that? 

Mr. Dexuemmer. I think the act of 1939, part of the basic reclama- 
tion law, covers this as it would other nonreimbursable costs, on recla- 
mation projects. 

Mr. Buper. What part of the act would do that? Have you taken 
this matter up with the Solicitor? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. I would have to supply that for the record. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Lineweaver. What would you say about it? 

Mr. Linewraver. Mr. Chairman, our position has been over the 
years, the Bureau built the Alamogordo Dam under the authorization 
for the Alamogordo Dam, which required that it be a safe structure, 
and therefore the engineers, our engineers have found, that the spill- 
way is inadequate, and, therefore, to make it a safe structure, both 
from the standpoint of protection of the dam itself, as well as protec- 
tion of the downstream area, that it should be put in the condition it 
was first authorized. Therefore, with es to the nonreimbursable 
phase, I think that has been adequately justified because of the 
$9 million potential damage downstream in the event the Alamogordo 
Dam should go out. 

Mr. Fenton. But we complied with the original authorization of 
the dam and supplied the amount of money which was authorized 
at that time, and you went ahead and completed the project. What 
about this additional money? 

Mr. Linewraver. As a matter of fact, Dr. Fenton, the engineers 
find, and properly so, that the dam, because of inadequate infor- 
mation as to the runoff, there and below on the Pecos River, that it 
was inadequately designed, that is, the spillway was inadequately 
designed. 

Mr. Frenron. I am not trying to find fault with the engineers. 

Mr. Linewraver. I understand. 

Mr. Fenton. But I am trying, as the other members of the com- 
mittee are, to find a proper authorization and a proper place for this 
to come within the budget. 

Mr. Linewraver. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. It is very conceivable, Mr. Chairman, that what 
Mr. Lineweaver say tis correct. This does not apply to the Corps of 
Army Engineers. But certainly I would want to have an opmion 
from the Solicitor as to the statutory authority for this project, or I 
would feel that it should go before the legislative committee. 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Mr. Budge, in that regard, our authorizing legis- 
lation, is covered under 43 United States Code, 411. 

Mr. Bupas. I do not recall anything in the 1902 act that would 
cover this, and I would like to have an opinion from the Solicitor to 
that effect, because I think the statutory authorization is questionable. 

Mr. Linewreaver. We will be very glad to get that. 
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Mr. Jensen. I think Mr. Budge is in order, completely, in this 
instance. We have had no applications of this nature before the 
committee; so I respectfully ask that you do get a ruling from the 
Solicitor on this item. 

Mr. DexuHermer. Yes, sir. And, as we pointed out, we do need 
language, even if we got the appropriation, to make it nonreimburs- 
able before we could spend the funds. But we will be glad to get a 
se from the Solicitor, and can supply that for the record, or can 
supply it to the committee. 

Mr. Bupes. If we put the language in the appropriation bill, we 
will, in effect, be legislating. 

Mr. JensEN. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. And would be subject to a point of order on the floor, 
the thing that we often get into when attempting to provide legislation 
in an appropriation bill. 

Mr. Dexueimer. The language which we suggest is that it be made 
nonreimbursable, and we believe that we have that authority. 

Mr. Buper. Then why do you want the language? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. To make it nonreimbursable rather than a re- 
payment cost to the water users. 

Mr. Jensen. The irrigators will not get any more water than was 
originally agreed to under the contract which is now in effect. The 
agreement was that water would be furnished even after the contract 
expired. 

Mr. Ropsrns. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. So in effect, the water users are not involved. You 
call this the Carlsbad project, which, in effect, it is not. It is an 
Alamogordo Dam project. 

Mr. Rossrins. Pretty nearly. 

Mr. Jensen. And a flood-control project, so to speak. Certainly 
I do not see how they can charge it on any other basis. And from that 
standpoint, it is over and above the authorized expenditure for the 
Alamogordo Dam. Mr. Budge is absolutely right when he asks for 
a Solicitor’s ruling on this matter because certainly there is a good 
chance that if this committee and the Congress appropriates this 
amount of money, it would be in a legislation category, going above 
the authorized amount which Congress allowed for this project 
originally. 

Mr. Fenton. May I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that there is no 
precedent for this particular reimbursable item, but there might be 
a way 

Mr. Jensen. It would open the gates for other projects to come in 
and ask for money. 

Mr. Fenton. And that could become contagious and spread 
throughout the whole irrigation area. 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Mr. Chairman, we feel this way, that if we were 
building this project today that we would allocate certain flood- 
control benefits to it. Those benefits were not apparently realized 
at the time it was built, and this is an additional item for flood-control 
works which would properly have been in the nonreimbursable costs 
items at the time the dam was built originally. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. Was the Alamogordo Dam a civil func- 
tions project? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That was a reclamation project, was it? 
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Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. It appears, without question, that this actually could 
have been the responsibility of the Army engineers, because of the 
inherent flood-control matters. 

Mr. Dexnermenr. It is only a responsibility in that primarily irri- 
gation is a reclamation project, which now we feel, and the Army 
agrees, has certain flood-control aspects in it. And we are adding, 
after the project was completed, the funds, rather than having them 
allocated as nonreimbursable benefits in the first instance. 

Mr. Jensen. You have, of course, consulted the Army engineers 
on this project? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Regarding this whole matter? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir; and the estimate. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, suppose you get a Solicitor’s opinion on this 
matter. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes; we will. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, what the Commissioner has just said 
influences me even more that there would be no statutory authoriza- 
tion, because if flood-control allocation of this amount had been in the 
original authorizing bill, that would be something for the legislative 
committee and for the Congress to consider in the original authoriza- 
tion. Now, you are adding a nonreimbursable item, which is not in the 
original authorization as it passed the Congress. 


MIDDLE RIO GRANDE PROJECT 


Mr. JeNsEN. Next is the Middle Rio Grande project, starting on 
page 290 of the justifications: Construction, $1,221,000; operation and 
maintenance, $180,000, or a total of $1,401,000. We will insert in the 
record pages 290 through 294 and 296 through 298 in the record at 
this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Project Data 
Authorization 


The plan for the Middle Rio Grande project was approved by the Congress in 


the Flood Control Act of 1948 (62 Stat. 1171, 1179), and completion of the plan 
approved in the Flood Control Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 170, 176). 


Location 
The project lies in the Middle Rio Grande Valley in north-central New Mexico. 
It extends from the Colorado-New Mexico boundary south to the backwaters 


of Elephant Butte Reservoir and includes rectification of the Rio Grande in the 
vicinity of Truth or Consequences, N. Mex. (formerly Hot Springs). 
Description 

‘The project plan, developed jointly by the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Corps of Engineers, provides for the construction of certain river-control works, 
rehabilitation of existing works, and further development of the lands within 
the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District. The Bureau of Reclamation will 
undertake the rehabilitation and extension otf existing irrigation and drainage 
systems, together with channel rectification, eradication of vegetation, and 
improvement of the main channel of the Rio Grande. The channel rectification 
portion of this project will provide an improved channel throughout the Espanola 
and Middle Valleys and the reach below Elephant Butte Reservoir to the upper 
end of Caballo Reservoir. 


Status 


By June 1953 about 67 percent of the total emergency channel construction had 
been completed. ‘Two small contracts will be awarded in fiscal year 1954 and work 


988 

| 

| 

| 

i 


nm 
d 
1e 
ut 


in 


989 


will continue on contracts now in force. All work on emergency channel con- 
struction now programed in the San Marcial area will be virtually complete by 
June 1954. Joint studies with the State of New Mexico on salt cedar eradication 
will continue. Construction is scheduled to start on drainage rehabilitation 
during fiscal year 1954 with two contracts to be awarded and completed during 
the year. Advance planning type work for the rehabilitation of El Vado Dam, 
diversion dams, canals, and laterals and for channel rectification will be per- 
formed during fiscal year 1954. Operation and maintenance of completed channel 
rectification will be started during fiscal year 1954. Operation and maintenance 
of irrigation works will not take place until 7 months after funds are available 
for both rehabilitation of district works and the acquisition of the district bonds. 
Repayment 

Status of repayment contract negotiations: Repayment contract has been 
executed with the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District for $18,184,170 
payable in 40 years after completion of construction. The remainder of the costs 
allocated to irrigation, $2,321,830, is for service to Indian lands which is nonreim- 
bursable. The district court confirmed the validity of this contract. An amenda- 
tory contract was executed in June 1953, in conformance with an opinion of the 
New Mexico Supreme Court, and the amended contract was approved by this 
court. 

Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 


Repayment costs per acre 


Annual water user charges: 


1 For 100,160 acres of non-Indian lands only. 


Increased net income per acre resulting from project irrigation (payment 
capacity), $12.27. 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1920. 
Advanced planning, 1950. 
Construction, 1951 (emergency channelization). 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1958, except channel 
rectification in middle valley. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1952, $1,463,000. 


Costs 
Allocation of cost: 
Flood 9, 100, 000 
Programs of other Interior agencies___________________- 573, 000 
Allocation of cost: 


' Ineludes $7,100,000 cost of acquisition of district bonds but excludes $573,000 estimated cost of programs 
of other Interior agencies. 


The total estimated cost including cost of the bonds has not changed. 
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ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations. ___-._..............-_-.-..----.. $28, 848, 759 
Total obligations to June 30, 2, 945, 187 
Prior year balance available____.._.....--.-.._------ 1, 580, 889 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1954__.....___.___._____.____- 1, 591, 889 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955___......-.-..--.-.----_.- $1, 221, 000 

Total oblications, fiscal year 1955........................ 1, 221, 000 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


During fiscal vear 1955 rehabilitation of El Vado Dam and Isleta diversion 
dam is to be initiated and construction on drains is to continue. Advance 
planning work will be comnleted on the distribution svstem and minor construe- 
tion will be started on canals. Preconstruction work will be nerformed on the 
laterals, Studies and surveys will be continued for future channel rectification 
work. 


Justification 

The project is under construction and additional finds are essential to make 
contract payments and to meet engineering and vlannine requirements. Much 
of the work, including renairs to Isleta diversion dam, is of an emergenev nature 
to avoid failure of existing facilities. Reconstruction must he comnleted as 
rapidly as possible to aveid further Insses of existing irrigated land. The area 
is in a severe drought cvele and the channelization program will partially alleviate 
water shortages in the Rio Grande. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Total to | Program. Program 
Program item June 30, current’ | budget’ 
1953 year 1954 year 1955 mpre 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
CONSTRUCTION PROCRAM 
$489, 000 $6. 341 $16, $74. 00 $390, 659 
539, 000 4, 300 35, 00 297, 90 202, 700 
2, 978, NNN 32, AND 47.000 194, 2, 484, 490 
Drains -----| 3, 953, 000 381, 765 885, 843 394, 000 2, 291, 392 
Channelization, San Marcial division ____- 3, 096, 244 | 2,057,342 | 1,007,992 
San Marcial maintenance headauarters 88, 474 R2. 474 
Channel rectification, middle valley ....... 6, 495, 446 163, 000 99, 400 136, NNN 6, 018, 066 
Channel access facilities. 23, 000 24, 000 118, 000 
Maintenance and improvements, San 
watchin 22, 506,000 | 2, 787, 822 2, 400, 941 1, 244, 000 16, 072, 217 
175,323 | —104,000 5, 000 —76, 323 
ores 4, 211 1, 000 1, 000 —6, 211 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures... —757, 241 —713, 200 
Total expenditures. ___..........-..- 28, 848,759 | 2,254,156 | 2,253,920 | 1,250,000 | 23, 090, 683 
Unliquidated obligations. 691,031 | —662, 031 
Total obligations.................... 28, 848,759 | 2,945,187 | 1,591,889 | 1,221,000 | 23, 090, 683 
Method of financing: 
Allotments 1, 221,000 | 23, 090, 700 
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ESTIMATES FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954____........_.---.-.-._-_-.- $65, 800 
Allotment; 'fineal year 1956.22.20. $180, 000 

Total obligations, fiecel year 1955... 180, 000 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


Increase (+) 


Program or de- 
1955 crease (—) 
from 1954 
MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES—CHANNEL RECTIFICATION 
Carriage system. For continuing operation of 56 miles of channel-rectification 

works in and above the headwaters of Elephant Butte Reservoir__.....__- $180, 000 +$114, 200 
Total obligations, multipurpose 180, 000 +114, 200 


Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955 


Program Program 
Program item current budget 
year 1954 year 1955 
q) (2) (3) (4) 
MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES CHANNEL RECTIFICATION 
Operation and maintenance: Carriage system-_._..............}.-.-...-....-- $65, 800 $180, 000 
Total obligations, multipurpose 65, 800 | 180, 000 
Allocation: Water salvage and flood 65, 800° | 180, 000 
Project statistics 
| Estimated 
Actual, 
Feature or item } Unit fiscal year | 
} 1953 Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1954 1955 
MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 
Channel rectification works (channels, 
levees, and floodworks) 56 56 


Mr. Jensen. You are asking for this construction item of $1,221,000 
to be used for the same purpose for which the Congress approved 
$1,580,889 last year? 

Mr. Rossrns. The Congress approved a program of $1,580,889 
for fiseal year 1954. The 1955 program is an extension of it. 

Mr. Jensen. An extension. 

Mr. Rossrns. A continuation of the project. 
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Mr. Jensen. Will you please justify that to the best of your 
ability, Mr. Robbins? 

Mr. Rossrins. Mr. Chairman, we have gotten pretty well into the 
general construction work on the project. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Just where is that project located? Will you point 
it out on the map and tell us what you are doing with the money? 

Mr. Rosgsrns. This project extends from the headwaters of the 
Elephant Butte Reservoir, up as far as the colored area extends, 
near the Colorado State line. It falls into two general categories: 
One of them is river rectification and the other is water salvage, 
and in this blue area, indicated on the map—— 

Mr. Jensen. Tell us just what you are doing. 


CHANNELIZATION 


Mr. Rossrns. We are channelizing the river. 

Mr. Jensen. Channelizing the river. In other words, you are 
dredging, taking the silt out of the main stream and throwing it up 
on the banks? 

Mr. Rossrns. Providing a clear channel, through this area, where 
there has been an betters ayn of the silt deposits. We are cleaning 
that out. We have a flood channel with a levy on one side of it and 
a low-flow channel back of the levee. 

Mr. Jensen. Where are you doing that? 

Mr. Rossrns. From about San Marcial up to this area around 
Belen. This is the work that we have been engaged in so far. 

Mr. Jensen. And you have spent all of the money that was pro- 
vided last year, or you are spending it in this fiscal year? 

Mr. Rossins. Yes; plus the starts on the rehabilitation on the 
drainage part of the project itself. The irrigation area is shown in 
green, that is the colored area in center of the map here. 

The part of the project plan to be rehabilitated in this request is 
largely here on the irrigation portion. 

Mr. Jensen. Are you doing any work on the tributaries of the 
Rio Grande? 

Mr. Rosgsins. No; we are not. The Corps of Engineers is working 
there. We are concentrating largely on the main stem of the river. 

Mr. JENSEN. Reading from page 295 of the justification, it states: 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1955: During fiscal year, 1955, rehabilitation of 
El Vado Dam and Isleta Diversion Dam is to be initiated and construction on 
drains is to continue. Advance planning work will be completed on the distribu- 
tion system and minor construction will be started on canals. Preconstruction 
work will be performed on the laterals. Studies and surveys will be continued for 
future channel rectification work. 

Mr. Rospsrns. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Just where is that rectification work? 

Mr. Rossrns. The laterals and surveys are in this colored central 
area. 

Mr. Jensen. Running away from the stream? 

Mr. Rossrns. From below Socorro to Bernalillo. 


ISLETA DAM 


Mr. Jensen. How much is there in this request of $1,221,000 for 
rehabilitation of the Isleta Dam? I might say that I visited there 
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last year and saw the existing conditions of the dam. I saw how the 
dam is settling. I saw how the silt was piling in, creating a situation 
that could well make the diversion dam useless. Just how much do 
you expect to do at the Isleta Dam with the funds requested? 

Mr. Rossins. We propose with the money that has been allocated 
= the budget to the dam, to initiate construction on the repair to that 

am. 

Mr. Jensen. The justification shows $297,000 to be expended in 
fiscal year 1955 for a diversion dam. 

Mr. Rossins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. The Isleta Dam is a part of that item? 

Mr. Rossins. That is all of the item, $297,000. 

Mr. JeNsEN. You propose to spend $297,000 on the Isleta Dam. 

Mr. Rossins. That is correct. I have a picture here of that dam 
if you would like to see it. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes, we have seen the dam. 

Mr. Rossins. That shows the foundation conditions as they are. 

Mr. JENSEN. It is in terrible condition; there is no question about 
that, and something has to be done soon or it will cost us a lot more 
money. 

Mr. Rossrins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JenseEN. In order to repair that dam, if we wait, it is going 
to cost a lot more money. It will be more economical to have it 
done quickly. 

Mr. Rossins. We have made some rearrangement of our finances 
for the fiscal year 1954 so that we can get started on the preparatory 
work for repairs on that dam—getting the engineering done this 
year, so that we can immediately get into the repair work as soon 
as the fiscal 1955 funds become available. 


APPROPRIATION REQUESTS 


Mr. Jensen. I recognize that a certain amount ought to be done on 
the Rio Grande as well as on some of the tributaries of the Rio Grande. 

How much did you ask for the Middle Rio Grande project? 

Mr. Rossins. The departmental request was for $2,630,000. 

Mr. Jensen. How much? 

Mr. Rossins. $2,630,000. 

Mr. Jensen. How much did you request for the Isleta Dam? 

Mr. Rossrins. It was the same amount that was allowed by the 
Bureau of the Budget for the Isleta Dam. 

Mr. JenseN. The Budget allowed you the full amount? 

Mr. Rossrins. Yes, sir; according to this statement, the Budget 
made this allocation. The Department approved our original request 
of $115,000. 

(The following statement was later submitted:) 

At the time the fiscal year 1955 request went forward to the Department 
(August 1953) the precarious condition of Isleta Dam had not been fully explored, 
and $115,000 was requested to merely initiate the repairs during fiscal year 1955. 
Later the situation was revealed as much more serious than anticipated. At the 
request of the region the allowance for this item was increased to $297,000 by 


reduction of the allowances for other items of the approved budget in order to 
facilitate early completion of the necessary repairs. 
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LITIGATION 


Mr. Bunge. Mr. Chairman, I notice that litigation has accom- 
panied some of this project. What is the status of litigation there 
now? 

Mr. Rossins. There is no litigation pending with respeet to the 
middle Rio Grande project at the present time. That has all been 
settled. There was some litigation on the repayment contract, but 
that went through the courts and has been finally settled. There is, 
of course, litigation with respect to the Rio Grande compact, but we 
are not involved in that at the present time. 

Mr. Bupés. I notice that you say in the justification that the New 
Mexico court validated the contract. Was that a United States court 
or a New Mexico court? 

Mr. Rossins. A New Mexico court. 

Mr. Bunce. And there is no pending litigation? 

Mr. Rossins. There is no pending litigation; no, sir. 


BUREAU’S ITITIAL REQUEST 


Mr. Jensen. Is the amount provided in the budget for this item 
the same as requested by the Bureau of Reclamation? 

Mr. Rossrins. No. 

Mr. JensEN. What are the differences? 

Mr. Rossrins. It was reduced from $2,630,000 to $1,221,000. 

Mr. Jensen. Is the $2,630,000 adequate to provide the most 
efficient rate of progress in keeping with sound economics? 

Mr. Rossins. No. The optimum program consistent with good 
engineering will amount to $3,662,000. 

ir. Jensen. Explain why. 

Mr. Rossins. The work during fiscal year 1954 has been rapidly 
building up. By the end of fiscal year 1954, the project will be 
organized and equipped to carry on at this maximum rate with only 
minor expansion of staff or facilities. Plans are in an advanced stage 
of preparation for this work and it can be undertaken and carried 
to completion smoothly and economically. 


WATER SALVAGE 


Mr. Jensen. How much water salvage do you expect to result from 
drainage and channel improvement? 

Mr. Rossins. During the past 2 years since our river rehabilitation 
operations have started, we have effected a savings in water which 
has channeled into Elephant Butte Reservoir some 90,000 acre-feet. 
On the basis of a minimum of $35 per acre-foot, the savings thus far 
may be evaluated as $3,150,000 to New Mexico and Texas. The 
savings due to drainage reconstruction and improvements are very 
difficult to estimate at this time; however, we believe that these 
savings may go as high as 40,000 acre-feet per year. Further water 
savings will be realized through the rehabilitation of the canal and 
lateral system when replacement of structures and correction of 
leakage have been accomplished. This system is being designed to 
channel unreclaimable return flows of the middle Rio Grande project 
into the river in such a way that they will not be dissipated by spread- 
ing out over river sands and being consumed by nonbeneficial vegeta- 
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tion. These flows then proceed directly down the river to Elephant 
Butte Reservoir. 

Mr. Jensen. In what other areas or ways is water still being wasted 
and what would be accomplished by an acceleration of the project 
program and how can the program be accelerated in order to salvage 
and conserve this water? 

Mr. Rossins. Significant water savings will be effected by early 
completion of the works authorized for the Middle Rio Grande project. 
The emergency work on the river channel has already demonstrated 
its worth. Drainage construction if permitted to proceed without 
funding restriction, can contribute almost as much to the total of water 
saved, on an annual basis. The rehabilitation of the canal and lateral 
system will promote more efficient irrigation practices in addition to 
controlling waste resulting from worn out and obsolescent structures. 


WATER USERS’ BENEFITS 


Mr. Jensen. How does the work already accomplished benefit 
the water users of the Rio Grande? 

Mr. Rossins. The work already completed and currently in pro- 
gress will primarily benefit the water users below Elephant Butte 
Reservoir. This is the channel rectification work from which signi- 
ficant water savings have already been realized. The desirable pro- 
gram of drainage and canal reconstruction which would be accom- 
plished by increased appropriations will provide early relief to the 
parched acres of the Middle Rio Grande Valley. This work will also 
facilitate compliance by New Mexico with the provisions of the Rio 
Grande compact. The protracted drought in the Rio Grande water- 
shed, which is now in its 10th year seems certain to exceed all previous 
years in its severity during 1954. Any and all measures which are 
calculated to alleviate the drought situation or to augment a pitifully 
short supply of water for all uses, seems warranted. 


VERMEJO PROJECT 


Mr. JENSEN. We will turn now to the Vermejo project, New Mexico, 
which begins on page 299 of the justifications. The request is for 
$558,000 for construction. 

We will insert the pages 299 through 304 in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 
Authorization 
Authorized by the act of September 27, 1950 (64 Stat. 1072). In accordance 
with section 3 of that act, the President, on June 22, 1951, approved the project 
report. The original act was amended by act of March 5, 1952 (66 Stat. 13). 


Location 
Located near the city of Maxwell, Colfax County, in northeastern New Mexico, 
on the Vermejo River, a tributary of the Canadian River. 


Description 

This project will provide for the rehabilitation of irrigation facilities for 7,379 
acres of land in the Vermejo Conservancy District. The water supply will be 
stabilized by the enlargement of reservoir No. 2, Stubblefield Reservoir, reservoir 
No. 13, and the reconstruction of reservoir No. 12. The existing Vermejo Di- 
version Dam, Vermejo Canal, Eagle Tail Canal, lateral system, and drainage system 
will be rehabilitated. 
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Status 


Contract construction work was started March 13, 1953, on the Stubblefield 
Dam, dam No. 2 and dam No. 13. The construction of these three dams will be 
continued in fiscal year 1954. Construction initiated on Vermejo Diversion Dam, 
Vermejo Canal, Eagle Tail Canal, the lateral system and the surface drains with 
award of contracts in late November. As of June 30, 1953, the project was 19 
percent complete. 


Repayment 

A repayment contract covering the reimbursable portion of the project cost was 
executed between the United States and the Vermejo Conservancy District on 
August 7, 1952. The contract was approved by the district court in Raton, 
N. Mex., on October 24, 1952. 


Amount to be repaid and repayment period 


Overall repayment period 
Amount Total 
Regular |Development 


$2,010, 080 | 1962 to 2037__| 7 73 years, 
Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 


1 Pursuant to act of September 27, 1950. 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre... $365. 00 

Annual water user charges: 

Operation and maintenance.---.._-....-..--------------------- 3. 00 


Gross Crop income per acre resulting from project irrigation, $50. 
History of project development 
Initial Date: 
Planning, 1945 
Advanced planning, November 1951 
Construction, 1953 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiseal year 1955. 
. Fiseal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1952, $285,000. 


Costs 
Allocation of cost: 


Schedule of development 


Through 


| 
id 
| 
| 
Irrigation system: Irrigable acreage for service: 
Ful 
| | | | 
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ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligations to June 30, 685, 085 
Prior year balance available... 6, 704 
Balance available in subsequent years_.__._..-_-...--- —80, 000 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1954__.............-...-.-.-- 1, 166, 819 
Prior year balance available____...............____-- $80, 000 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955_..............--.....-.-- 558, 000 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1955_......._...--..-.---.---- 638, 000 


Work propos:d, fiscal year 1955 

The program for fiscal year 1955 contemplates completion of construction in 
connection with all features necessary to rehabilitate the Vermejo project with 
exception of dam No. 12 and the subsurface drains. The storage which would be 
provided by dam No. 12 is net needed at the present time, but may be needed 
at a future date, when siltation reduces the storage in other reservoirs. The need 
for subsurface drains is not apparent at the present time, but conditions are 
expected to require the development of the drains in the future. Initial delivery 
of water will be made by the spring of next year. 


Justification 

About all construction work necessary to rehabilitate Ker project has been 
started and the work will be well advanced by June 30, 19 the proposed 
construction program for fiscal year 1955 provides for satan of all construc- 
tion contract work. A substantial sum will have been invested in project facilities 
and in order to realize a return on this investment at an early date, the work 
should proceed as rapidly as possible. Delay in the proposed program ‘will retard 
development of the irrigated lands. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Total to Program, | Program, 
Program item June 30, | current budget 
year 1954 year 1955 P 
163) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Construction program: 
Reservoir and dam No. 2____-_-..__-- $238, 000 $59, 494 $150, 000 $28, 506 |_...--.-2.4/ 
Stubblefield Reservoir and Dam__.___- 888, 000 329, 981 459, 000 .. 
Reservoir and dam No, 128, 000 $122, 000 
Reservoir and dam No. 13____..--_-.-- 322, 000 63, 781 225, 000 | rr 
Vermejo diversion 75, 000 10, 888 42, 000 
Vermejo Canal. 166, 000 20, 578 95, 000 
Eagle Tail Canal_ 332, 000 22, 825 152, 000 
Laterals_ 412, 000 32, 044 205, 000 
Ret ee CR TE 2, 839, 000 566, 230 1, 373, 000 652, 77 247, 000 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures- — 102, 096 —109, 735 —8, 463 16, 
Total 2,736,904 | 479,208 | 1,372,606! 638,000 247, 000 
Unliquidated obligations. 205,787 | —205, 787 ERE Lt? 
Total obligations. 2, 736, 904 685,085 | 1,166,819 | 638,000 | 247, 000 
Method of financing: } | 
Prior year balance available... 6, 704 | $0, 000 
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Mr. Jensen. Will the amount requested complete the Vermejo 
project? 
Mr. Rossins. Yes, sir, the portion scheduled for 1955. 
Mr. Jensen. It is an irrigation project? 
Mr. Rossins. Yes, sir. 
RFC BONDS 


Mr. Jensen. What about the RFC bonds? 

Mr. Rossins. Due to the impending liquidation of RFC the district 
has been notified by RFC of the necessity for disposing of these bonds. 
The irrigation district is unable to refinance these bonds and legisla- 
tion (H. R. 6882, this session) has been introduced that will authorize 
the Bureau of Reclamation to refinance them as a reimbursable item 
of project expenditures which will be added to the present repayment 
obligation of the district by a supplemental contract. 

Mr. JENSEN. What is the amount involved in these bonds. 

Mr. Rossrns. Approximately $100,000, including current accrued 
interest. 

Mr. Jensen. Where do you propose to get the money to refinance 
these bonds if you are authorized to do it? 

Mr. Rossrns. Economies effected in project construction operations 
have effected savings both realized and anticipated which will permit 
the refinancing of these bonds within the amounts previously appro- 
priated and the item as recommended in the budget $558,000 for fiscal 
year 1955. 

Mr. Jensen. Will there be a requirement for any further appropria- 
tions for this project in connection with the refinancing of these bonds 
or for any other reason, over and above the budget allowance for 
fiscal year 1955? 

Mr. Rosstns. No. 

RIO GRANDE PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. Next is the Rio Grande project, New Mexico-Texas, 
beginning on page 306 of the justifications: Construction, $169,000; 
operation and maintenance, $773,672. 

We will insert in the record pages 306 through 311, and pages 313 
through 317 in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Data 
Authorization 


By the Secretary of the Interior on December 2, 1905. 


Location 


In central and south-central New Mexico extending from Albuquerque, N. Mex., 
on the north to the city of Las Cruces, N. Mex., on the south. 
Description 

The project consists of Elephant Butte Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant on 
the Rio Grande River near Hot Springs N. Mex.; Caballo storage and reregulating 
dam below Elephant Butte; irrigation systems for full service to lands in New 
Mexico and Texas in the El Faso area; and a power transmission system serving 
towns and military establishments in New Mexico and Texas. 


Status 


The project_is substantially complete and in operation. Remaining construc- 
tion consists of the installation of overhead ground wires on sections of the power 
system, 
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The irrigation division is complete and its expenses are financed through funds 
advanced by the water users, there being two organizations, the Elephant Butte 
Irrigation District comprising all lands within the State of New Mexico, and the 
El Paso County Water Improvement District No. 1, those lands lying within the 
State of Texas. In addition to the above, the project is required by international 
treaty to furnish 60,000 acre-feet annually to the Juarez Valley, Republic of 
Mexico, and has a Warren Act contract covering excess and waste waters with 
the Hudspeth County Conservation and Reclamation District No. 1, Hudspeth 
County, Tex., which has an irrigable area of 19,000 acres of land. 


Repayment, amount to be repaid for the power and storage division and repayment 
period 


| | Repayment period 
Amount ; — 
| | Regular Development| Total years 


$4, 035, 114 | 1941-65.___.- | 25 
9, 106, 817 | 1941-89. _____ 


! [rrigation allocation will be paid entirely from power revenues, 
? Construction costs allocated to commercial power will be repaid within 50 years from date individual 
facility becomes revenue producing. 


Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 


Power: Interest component $4, 035, 114 


4, 035, 114 


Repayment costs per acre 
Federal investment per acre 
From power revenue 
Annual water user charges: 
Construction 


Gross income per acre resulting from project irrigation (actual calendar year 
1952), $360. 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1903. 
Advanced planning, 1905. 
Construction of project, 1906; of power system, 1938. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1955. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1905, $200,000. 


Original estimated cost 
Alloeation of cost: 
Irrigation 


510, 654 
Mexican Treaty , 000, 000 
Unallocated 394, 746 
109, 278 
Allocation of cost: 
Irrigation , 035, 114 
Power 9, 543, 150 
1, 510, 654 
Mexican Treaty 
Operation and management for flood and river control 
Contribution, Department of Justice 10, 960 
1 Power and storage division only, irrigation distribution features were completed prior to period for which 
allocations were made. 
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Schedule of development 


Through 
fiscal year | 


Total 
Power (kilowatts) 
Power rates (mills per kilowatt-hour): 
Firm at 50 percent load factor 
Nonfirm 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 
Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations $16, 189, 212 
Total obligations to June 30, 1953 15, 496, 491 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 

Prior year balance available 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 523, 721 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955 
Balance to complete 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


During fiscal year 1955 the installation of overhead ground wires on the re- 
mainder of the power system will be completed. 


Justification 

The fiscal year 1955 appropriation is necessary to cumplete the installation of 
overhead ground wires on the project transmission lines not now so equipped. 
To provide an adequate system power supply in the face of growing electric 
power loads, interconnections have been and are being made with other high 
voltage power systems in the general area. These other systems utilize overhead 
ground wires and a grounded neutral system of operation. To permit continued 
satisfactory operation and satisfactory interconnection, it is necessary to convert 
the project’s system to a grounded neutral one and to add the overhead ground 
wires for satisfactory lightning protection. 


Fiscal year | Ultimate 

Trrigation (acres): i 
18, 456 18, 456 18, 456 18, 456 

ieee 173, 456 173, 456 173, 456 173, 456 
Petes 24, 300 24, 300 24, 300 24, 300 i 
7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1 
q 
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Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Program item 


(1) 


Estimated 
total 


(2) 


Total to 
June 30, 
1953 


Program, 
current 
year 1954 


(3) 


Program, 
budget 
year 1955 


Balance to 
complete 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Elephant Butte Dam and Reservoir 
Caballo Dam and Reservoir 
Elephant Butte powerplant. 
Tee lines, substations and switch- 

yards... .... 
Gvneral property, Elephant Butte camp_- 


Holloman Air 
Elephant Butte, Las Cruces transmission 


Dona Ana, Holloman transmission line... - 
General property, Elephant Butte water 
treatment plant 


Service facilities 


Transfers, credits and other expenditures 


Total expenditures 
Unliquidated obligations. 


Total obligations. 


58, 503 


$5, 551, 952 | $5,551, 952 |.......... 
2, 337,263 | 2,337, 263 
1,419,060 | 1,419,060 

3, 187,351 | 3, 187,361 |-.--.--.--- 


377, 922 


9, 369 


Method of financing: 
Allotment, fiscal year 
Prior year balance available- 

Allotment required 


15. 396, 487 
6, 974 |.____. - 
18, 159 —1, 500 16,659 
79, 934 64, 019 ze 15, 915 

} 
16, 189, 212 | 15, 485, 639 534,573 | 169,000]... 
10, 852 —10, 852 | 
16, 189, 212 | 15, 496, 491 523,721} 169,000 |.....__.__.. 


Total, fiscal year 1953 
Fiscal year 1954: 
Allotment 


Unobligated balance 


Fiscal year 1955: 
Allotment 


Work proposed, 1955 


ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955 


Summarized financial data 


Funds advanced by water users 


Funds advanced by water users 


AND 


MAINTENANC 


1, 04 


The entire project is operated by the Bureau of Reclamation using funds ad- 
vanced by the water users and appropriated funds. 


$1, 070, 154 
1, 053, OOO 


$773, 672 


E 


2, O70, 154 


5, 000 
1, 818, 672 


| 
| | (4) | (5) (6) 
General property, movable propcrty Bo, 144 | 
Albuquerque Substation 372, 391 364, 184 $8, 207 
Elephant Butte, Socorro transmission line- 655, 487 576, 244 2, 750 , | ee 
ine... 280, 396 182, 741 2, 225 
Elephant Butte, Deming transmission line. 388, 620 259, 421 
wming. Central transmission line 200, 562 135, 110 63, 377 2. O76 
Stores 


Increase 
or 


decrease (—) 
from 1954 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 


Storage system: This amount is required for the continued operation and mainte- 
nance of Elephant Butte and Caballo Dam together with the Elephant Butte 
camp area. Increase is due to changes in method accounting for Elephant 
Butte camp expenses 

Replacements and improvements: Replacement of minor equipment at Elephant 
Butte and Caballo Dams, placing heavy riprap below Percha Arroyo diversion 
channel cutoff wall at Highway 85 bridge 


Total obligations, multipurpose facilities 
IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Carriage system: For the continuation of normal operation and maintenance of 
the Percha, Leasburg, and Mesilla diversion dams, and the Franklin, River- 
side, and Tornillo headings_-_- 

Distribution system: For the continuation of normal operation and maintenance 
of the project canal and lateralsystem. Decrease is due to decrease in distrib- 
utive costs 

Drainage system: For the continuation of norma! operation and maintenance of 
the drainage system. Increase is due to increased maintenance and material 


POWER FACILITIES 


Electric generation: For continued operation and maintenance of Elephant Butte 
powerplant on a continued basis applying 3 shifts daily consisting of 1 control- 
room operator and 1 assistant operator per shift 

Other production expense: This amount is required to cover anticipated purchase 
ofelectrical energy, The anticipated requirement will provide for the purchase 
of power in amounts and at rates established by contract 

Transmission expense: For the continued normal operation and maintenance of 

Replacements and improvements: Decrease due to deferring all replacement and 
improvement work 


Total obligations, power... 
Total obligations, all facilities 


+$173 


+12, 572 


+12, 745 


691, 027 


1, 818, 672 


Program 

. 17,372 

35, 427 +100 

635, 634 —11, 648 

Replacements and improvements: To provide for the replacement of wornout 
timber structures on the canals, laterals, and drains, and the purchase of 
additional heavy equipment and the replacement of obsolete and wornout 

96, 111 +5, 707 

471, 450 —218, 550 

123, 466 +5, 516 

—48, 900 

—251, 482 
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Schedule of operation and maintenance program fiscal years 19538, 1954, and 1955 


Program item 


Total prior 
year 1953 


(2) 


Program 
current 
year 1954 


m 
budget 
year 1955 


(4) 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance, storage system 
Replacements and improvements 


Total obligations— Multipurpose facilities 
IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 
Carriage system 
Distribution system 
Drainage system 
Replacements and improvements... 


Total obligations, irrigation 
POWER FACILITIES 
Operation and maintenance: 
Electric generation 
Other production expense 


Transmission and distribution expense_ 
Replacements and improvements 


Total obligations 
Method of financing: 
Unobligated balance 


Allotment required 
Funds advanced by water users 


69, 900 
6, 995 


65, 273 
17, 372 


76, 895 


82, 645 


32, 478 
659, 143 
26, 924 
280, 919 


35, 427 
635, 634 
53, 830 
320, 109 


999, 464 


108, 685 
629, 555 
151, 80? 

35, 493 


1, 045, 000 


2.001, 894 


925, 535 


2, 070, 154 | 


947, 254 


1,8 


1, 101, 800 
960, 454 


7, 900 


000 
697, 300 


2, 001, 894 


2, 070, 154 


1, 197, 300 
—194, 870 


999, 464 


1, 070, 154 
53, 000 


42590—54—-pt. 2——_18 


|_| (3) |_| 

—— 

35, 327 

647, 282 

53, 462 

316, 929 
Sdescncscceioanenons 90, 404 96, 111 
690, 000 471, 450 
"8900 
Total obligations, all 672 

1, 818, 672 
i, 053, 000 1, 045, 000 
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Project statistics 


Estimated 


Feature or item Unit = 


Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1954 1955 


system: 
rrigable acreage for service: Irrigation 
land: 


263,285,895 | 258,000,000 | 2 53, 000, 000 

Average gross crop value per culti- 2 360 2 329 2301 
vated acre. 

Storage dams and reservoirs... 


Operating roads 

Power system: 
Total power revenues 


24, 300 24, 300 24, 300 


1 Class 5 land. 
2 Figures on calendar year basis. 
3 1 diversion dam, the American Diversion Dam, is owned, operated, and maintained by the International 
Boundary and Water Commission. 


‘ — not include $30,000 per year for standby charge to Public Service Co. of New Mexico, Albuquerque 
system. 


CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Jensen. Will you explain the item, please? 
Mr. Roxssins. The amount of $169,000 is required to complete 
the installation of the Rio Grande overhead ground wires of the 
transmission system. This work was started in fiscal year 1954 with 
funds that were made available at that time. 

Mr. Jensen. That is just for the $169,000? 

Mr. Rossrns. Yes, sir; that is to complete the installation of the 
overhead ground of the existing transmission system, which was 
started with funds made available in the fiscal year 1954. 

Mr. Jensen. And this will complete the job? 

Mr. Rossins. This will complete the overhead ground wire installa- 
tion; yes. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Jensen. For operation and maintenance, $1,118,672; that is 
a lot of money for operation and maintenance, is it not? 

Mr. Rossins. Yes, sir; I have a justification prepared on that, that 
includes irrigation, which is a trust fund amount which does not need 
to be appropriated. 


TRUST FUND 


Mr. Jensen. Tell us about the trust fund? 

Mr. Rossins. The irrigation operation of the project is financed 
entirely with trust funds advanced by the water users, which money 
is raised by assessment from the water users, and turned over to the 
Bureau. The operation of the project itself does not represent any 


Actual 
155, 000 155. 000 
173, 456 173, 456 173, 456 
Net area in cultivation (entire area)....| Acres ?................ 175, 968 176, 000 176, 000 
470 470 470 
470 470 470 
Kilowatt-hours__._....|158, 064,077 |138, 800,000 | 125, 500, 000 
Dollars...........-...-| 1,041, 604 4971, 600 4 887, 000 
Substations, capacity -......-.-.-....-- Kilovolt-amperes...---| 83, 750 83, 750 88, 250 
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appropriation requirement. That money would not have to be 
appropriated. 

Mr. JeNsEN. How much money is in the fund? 

Mr. Rossrns. It is in the neighborhood of $1 million—I have that, 
$1,045,000. 

The net request to this committee is $773,672, which is entirely for 
operation of the power system. 


REASON FOR HIGH OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 


Mr. Kirwan. The Rio Grande is a very expensive river for mainte- 
nance and upkeep, as well as operation, is it not? 

Mr. Rogsins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. The stream comes down from the Rocky Mountains? 

Mr. Rossrns. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. At times it has very little water in it, but it is 
to operate. 

Mr. Rossins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Krrwan. You have to keep dredging all of the time to keep the 
river in the channel or it will spread out? 

Mr. Rossins. That is correct. 

Mr. Krrwan. Therefore, it is a very expensive, although one of the 
best rivers we have. 

Mr. Rossrns. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Krrwan. You have got to do a lot of work and planning on it 
until it gets over to the Mexican border, because it is a very vital river 
in that area. 

Mr. Rossins. That is true. 

Mr. Krrwan. I think every dollar expended on it is well spent. 
I believe more money should be expended on that river, in order to 
save water and relieve drought. I think perhaps two more reservoirs 
should be built on that river in order to prevent runoff of water in the 
wintertime and early spring. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Kirwan. Iam sure that we all share 
the opinion of Mr. Kirwan. I think without doubt that the Rio 
Grande has been neglected, far more perhaps than any other river in 
this whole United States. 

Mr. Rossins. It has been in a deplorable condition; yes. 


RETURN FROM IRRIGATED LAND 


Mr. Fenton. On page 300 of the justifications, the Vermejo project, 
it says that the gross income per acre resulting from project irrigation 
is $50. How does that compare with the other acreage throughout 
the country? 

Mr. Rossrns. $50—I think that is probably a little low. The Rio 
Grande project is $360, but that is one of the best. The Vermejo 
rt of course, is not complete and is not in full operation. We 

ave another year on that. 

Mr. Fenton. Have you ever figured out the average rate of pay- 
off per irrigated acre throughout the country? For instance, this 
project is going to take 75 years to pay off. How does that compare 
with the other irrigation districts throughout the country? 

Mr. Dexuermer. It is a little difficult, Dr. Fenton, to compare 
them, because of the changes in the projects and the continual addi- 
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tional costs on many of them. Many of the projects have paid off 
their original cost. Our records of meeting payments by the irrigators 
show that they are 95 percent up to date; that is, they are all meeting 
the payments on time and in full. 


PLANS FOR OPERATIONS IN FUTURE YEARS 


Mr. McPuait. Mr. Chairman, we have tried to keep this com- 
mittee quite fully advised on the particular operations in the Rio 
Grande project. One of the most involved we have is the project 
of power, and the general cooperative arrangements of both utilities 
and the REA’s in that area. The loads have grown in that area, 
and the situation is becoming more and more difficult. We have 
recently worked out a plan again for operation in future years, 
involving everybody concerned. 

Mr. Robbins has a very complete explanation on this whole plan, 
showing what we are proposing to do, and I think it would be advis- 
able if the committee have that statement in the record, because it 
does deal with the problem for future years. It does not involve 
more construction but it involves an arrangement which the people 
in that area say would be more satisfactory arrangement for all con- 
cerned, and would result in less investment on their part for additional 


power. 
Mr. JeNsEN. You are requesting that the statement be inserted in 


the record? 
Mr. McPaain. We would like to have it either in the record or 


before the committee. 
Mr. JensEN. I believe it should be inserted in the record, without 


objection. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


SraTEMENT ON OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF Rio GRANDE Prosect, New 
Mexico-TEexas 


The operation and maintenance appropriation request for fiscal year 1955 is 
$773,672 which represents a decrease of $243,482 as compared to the allotment 
available for the current fiscal year. The work represented in this amount will 
allow for the continuation of project operation and maintenance activities. 

A general description of this project is contained in the construction statement. 

Of the total amount of $773,672 requested for operation and maintenance of 
this project during fiscal year 1955, $82,645 is for multipurpose facilities and 
$691,027 for power facilities. 

The amount for multipurpose facilities will provide continued operation and 
maintenance for: Elephant Butte Dam and Reservoir installations consisting of 
a concrete dam 301 feet high and approximately 1,674 feet in length and a paved 
earth-rockfill dike 50 feet high and 2,000 feet in length on which construction 
was completed in 1916; the Elephant Butte Camp which is a sizeable residential 
and recreational development equal in many respects to a village of 300 popula- 
tion; and the Caballo Dam and Reservoir installations consisting of an earth-fill 
rock-faced storage dam 22 miles downstream from Elephant Butte Dam, 112 
feet. high and 4,558 feet in length and a 29-foot high, earth-fill, roek-faced diversion 
dam to divert the Percha Arroyo flows into Caballo Reservoir. This amount will 
also provide for the replacement of minor caulpsnent at Flephant Butte and 
Caballo Dams and the placing of heavy riprap below Percha Arroyo diversion 
channel cutoff wall at Highway 85 bridge, all in connection with flood-control 
provisions of the facilities. 

The amount of $691,027 for power facilities is divided into $219,577 for opera- 
tion and maintenance activities and $471,450 tor the purchase of power. 

The amount of $219,577 for operation and maintenance of power facilities will 
provide operation and maintenance for: The Elephant Butte power installations 
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consisting of the powerplant with three, 9,000-kva units and a 115-kv switchyard; 
14 widely separated substations with total capacity of 83,750 kilovolt-amperes; 
499 miles of transmission lines and 435 miles of patrol roads. The power system 
rovides service to 3 private utility companies, 6 public-owned utilities and the 
{olloman Air Force Base and the White Sands Proving Ground military defense 
establishments. 

The transmission lines traverse extremely rough, isolated terrain, and the 
operation and maintenance thereof is over patrol roads constructed and main- 
tained by the Bureau. The power transmission system, all contained in New 
Mexico, radiates from Elephant Butte as far south as Las Cruces, as far west as 
Central, as far north as Albuquerque, and as far east as Willard and Hollywood. 
In addition to the day-to-day operating problems, the extensive power trans- 
mission system requires constant maintenance to provide service with minimum 
interruptions. In view of the importance of the project’s system to the power 
pool and to the customers in the project service area, it is essential that operation 
and maintenance of the project facilities be in accordance with the highest stand- 
ards of the industry. This is especially true of mobile equipment and communica- 
tion facilities required for expeditious restoration of service to customers who lack 
generating facilities at times of forced outages. 

The amount of $471,450 is required to cover anticipated purchase of electrical 
energy by the Government for transmission through Bureau facilities. The energy 
is sold to the Bureau customers along with energy produced by the Elephant Butte 
powerplant. 

The Rio Grande project power system, comprising the Elephant Butte power- 
plant, its associated transmission lines and substations, and the four power systems 
with which the Bureau system is connected are referred to as the New Mexico 
power pool. The Rio Grande project power svstem, with 499 miles of transmission 
lines, is the hub of this interconnected system. None of the connected systems 
has 115-kilovolt lines and none of the systems is connected with each other except 
through the Bureau system. The poo! serves an area of roughly 75,000 square 
miles—almost two-thirds of the State of New Mexico, extending 375 miles north 
and south in the Rio Grande Basin, from El Paso, Tex., to Albuquerque, N. Mex. 
Total population of the counties in New Mexico into which the project power 
system extends is approximately 290,000. The Rio Grande project power system, 
being the hob of the interconnected pool, connects with EF] Paso Electric Co. on 
the south, Community Publie Service Co. on the southwest and east, and Public 
Service Co. of New Mexico and Plains Electric Generation & transmission 
Cooperative on the north. 

The allotment requested for fiscal year 1955 is $243,482 less than that required 
in fiscal year 1954. Of this total reduction, $218,550 is in connection with reduced 
purchase of power, and this reduction is due primarily to the cancellation of a 
contract with the Public Service Co. of New Mexico for the sale of surplus power 
purchased from other sources. 

During fiscal year 1955 a proposed firming plan is to be further reviewed and 
completed which will affect our fiscal year 1956 requirements and is as follows: 
FUTURE POWER SUPPLY PROBLEM ON THE RIO GRANDE PROJECT 
The major problem now facing the Rio Grande project from the standpoint of 
financial security and service to customers is the future power supply situation 
at times of adverse water conditions for hydrogeneration. Two factors have con- 
tributed about equally in making the problem extremely acute at the present time. 
First, the average flow into the Elephant Butte Reservoir for the past 10 years has 
only been 58 percent of the long-term (1895-1953) average flows into the reservoir 
and thus during the past 10 years power production has been lower than the 
average water-year output of 25,000 kilowatts used originally in justification and 
design of the plant. The second factor involved is the unprecedented powerload 
growth in the area, especially since World War II. Capacity and energy demands 
of the project customers have now increased to the point that the Bureau must 
now firm up the output of the Elephant Butte plant to its average water-year 
capability or project customers will of necessity have to provide their own genera- 
tion or buy firm power elsewhere. This would mean the loss of firm power cus- 
tomers with resulting loss of revenue from sale of hydropower as firm power. 
Project repayment ability would be reduced to the point that annual costs includ- 
~~ amortization of the Government’s investment in the power facilities could not 

met. 
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To supplement low hydroproduction and meet customer loads the Bureau has 
for the past few vears purchased ‘‘if-as-and-when”’ type surplus steam power from 
the private utilities connected with the project’s transmission system. However, 
the present arrangement for the purchase of surplus steam power is not satis- 
factory because of increasing loads and a dependence of customers upon a non- 
assured power capacity. Therefore, the project customers desire that the Bureau 
arrange to firm the capability of Elephant Butte rather than be dependent upon 
uncertain amounts of hydropower augumented by interruptible power from steam 
sources. All concerned are especially aware of this problem at the present time 
since Elephant Butte Reservoir conditions are such that little or no power is 
being generated at the plant and all customer requirements are being supplied 
by the purchase of surplus power. In recognition of the power supply problem, 
high priority has been given to the study of various plans for providing a suitable 
and adequate supply of firm steam power to the project to firm the output of 
the Elephant Butte hydroplant to average water-year conditions (25,000 
kilowatts). 


PLAN FOR FIRMING ELEPHANT BUTTE PLANT HYDROPRODUCTION 


As a result of studies of various plans and negotiations with connected private 
power companies including the El Paso Electric Co., a firming plan has been 
developed which contains the basic requisites for such a plan—it is financially 
sound, provides firm power for project customers, and has the acceptance and 
approval of the preference customers and private power companies concerned. 
The El Paso Electric Co. prefers to contract with the Bureau to supply firm 
power instead of with individual Bureau customers and the company is willing 
to provide a block of firm power to the Bureau at reasonable rate. At the same 
time our customers prefer to continue to receive service from the Bureau to the 
extent we are able to supply their needs rather than to purchase firm power 
elsewhere and make arrangements for the Bureau to wheel to delivery points on 
our system. 

A further advantage of this plan is that an additional block of firm power will 
be available to users in the project service area. It is anticipated that preference- 
type customers would contract for the additional power since the private com- 
panies now receiving service from the project have mutually satisfactory contracts 
with the Bureau and the cooperatives served by the project (represented by Plains 
Electric Generation and Transmission Cooperative) desire to increase their com- 
mitment from 2,850 kilowatts to 12,850 kilowatts, if the Bureau is successful in 
its plan to firm Elephant Butte. If additional Bureau power is not available, 
Plains Cooperative must consider the construction of additional steam-generating 
facilities through use of-Federal funds. Thus, the proposed plan is premised on a 
very desirable and commendable approach to the firming problem in that it 
exemplifies the joint utilization of private and public resources to best serve the 

uirements of a power-short area. 

he principal features of the proposed firming plan are: 


Purchase of firming steam power 

The Bureau would contract for purchase, subject to congressional appropria- 
tions, of up to 10,000 kilowatts of firm power from the El Paso Electrie Co. The 
term of contract would be 15 or 20 years (the company desires 20-year terms) 
and the Bureau would pay 7 mills per kilowatt-hour at 50 percent load factor until 
1961. After 1961, the Bureau will have all of Elephant Butte hydroproduction 
available for sale at firm power rates because of expiration of existing secondary 
type sales contracts. Also, after that time the Bureau would pay 7.5 mills per 
kilowatt-hour for firming steam power. 


Payment of annual minimum 

Under the company’s proposal the Bureau would pay an annual minimum of 
$21 per kilowatt per year with a slight increase after 1961. This would require 
an annual appropriation and would entitle the Bureau to an equivalent amount 
of kilowatt-hours from the company. An analysis of estimated future loads 
indicates that the steam power associated with the annual minimum plus Elephant 
Butte generation in normal or above-normal hydroyears can be readily absorbed 
without loss to the Government. 


Sale of firm power 


The Bureau would continue to sell firm power, including the additional available 
block of firm power at existing project rates. Bureau customers using firm steam 
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wer would be charged an incremental cost or surcharge of 1.5 mills per kilowatt- 
our to cover the Bureau’s out-of-pocket expense of handling the firm steam 
power. This figure is equivalent to our normal wheeling charge of 1 mill per 
kilowatt-hour plus losses which is designed to reimburse the Bureau for the use 
of its facilities for transmitting power over Bureau systems. Under this plan 
the average cost to firm power customers would vary in accordance with the 
hydroproduction at Elephant Butte. Thus, if Elephant Butte only produces at 
the rate of 50 million salable kilowatt-hours per year, then average cost of power 
to our customers would be 7.75 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

It is recognized that this plan does not provide for complete firming of Elephant 
Butte hydroproduction under extremely adverse hydroconditions. However, in 
view of the requirement for payment of annual minimum charge for firm steam 
power, even at times of high hydro-output, it is felt that the plan presented herein 
is a satisfactory solution to the problem since the project will retain contracts 
for the purchase of surplus steam power as required in addition to the 10,000 
kilowatts of firm power. Thus, there would be 3 types of power available to serve 
Bureau customers—Elephant Butte hydroproduction, 10,000 kilowatts of steam 
power, and surplus steam power from 4 connected systems. During fiscal year 
1955 it is proposed to complete the necessary contractual arrangements to place 
the plan in operation by the beginning of fiscal year 1956. Also the plan con- 
templates that fiscal year 1956 funds will be requested for the purchase of firming 
steam power as required to firm Elephant Butte hydro-output to 25,000 kilowatts, 


SAN LUIS VALLEY PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. We will next take up the San Luis Valley project, 
Platoro unit, Colorado. The request is for $12,000 for operation and 
maintenance. 

We will insert in the record pages 542 through 546. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 
Authorization 
Authorized under section 9 of the Reclamation Act of 1939, in accordance with 
House Document No. 693, 76th Congress, 3d session. A supplemental finding of 
feasibility for the Platoro Reservoir was submitted to the Secretary of the Interior 
on March 31, 1949, in accordance with the provisions of section 9 (a) of the 
Reclamation Project Act of 1939. 


Location 

Platoro Dam and Reservoir is located on the upper Conejos River in Conejos 
County in the south central part of Colorado. The irrigated area lies in Conejos 
and Alamosa Counties. 


Description 


The primary purpose of this division of the San Luis Valley project is to provide 
a regulated water supply for supplemental irrigation of approximately 73,980 acres 
of land now receiving a partial supply of water, control floods on the Conejos 
River, with secondary control of floods on the Rio Grande above Elephant Butte 
Reservoir in New Mexico. 


Status 

Platoro Dam and Reservoir are substantially completed. Notice of completion 
of construction was given to the water users by the regional director by letter 
dated May 22, 1953, which makes the beginning of the 5-year development period 
as of January 1, 1954. Negotiations with the Conejos Water Conservancy 
District to obtain water consent agreements from the water users to permit 
irrigation-water storage is expected to be completed during fiscal year 1954, which 
will permit Platoro Dam and Reservoir to be placed in full operation during the 
calendar year 1954 irrigation seaso.. 
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Repayment 

A contract has been executed with the Conejos Water Conservancy District 
for repayment of 69 percent of the costs of constructing Platoro Dam and Reser- 
voir. Forty percent of the cost of construction has been allocated to flood control 
and is not reimbursable. Negotiations with the Conejos Water Conservancy 
District to obtain “consent agreements” from the water users are expected to be 
completed during fiscal year 1954, which will permit Platoro Dam and Reservoir 
to be placed in full operation during the 1954 irrigation season. 


History of project development 


Initial date: Planning, 1910; advance planning, 1940: construction of Platoro 
unit, Conejos division, began June 1949. 


Schedule of development 


Irrigation (acres)—supplemental: 
Through fiseal year 1953 
Fiscal year 1954 
Fiscal year 1955 
Ultimate 


ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 
Total, fiscal year 1953 
Allotment, fiseal year 1954 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1955 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


d 


lecrease (— 
from 1954 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 


case system: For operation and maintenance of Platoro Dam and Reser- Seihen 


12, 000 


Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 19£3, 1954, and 1955 


Program Program 

Total prior 

Program item current budget 
year 1953 year 1954 year 1955 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 

Operation and maintenance: Storage system 
Total obligations 

Allocation: 


Irrigation 
Flood control 


Total obligations 


Method of financing: 
Allotment 


| 
a 
4 
3 
a 
Increase (+) 
Program, or 
1955 
(2) (3) (4) 
$9, 300 $12, 000 $12, 000 
etre See 9, 300 12, 000 12, 000 ‘ 
9, 300 12, 000 12. 000 
| 
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Project statistics 


Estimated 
Actual, 
Feature or item | i fiscal year 
1953 | | Fiseal year 
| 1955 


Irrigation system: 

Irrigable acreage for service: 
Irrigation service land, 

| | 


81,000 
Net wis ih cultivation (entire area) _- 
Gross crop value 
Average gross crop value per culti- | 
vated acre. 
Storage dams and 


1 Figures on calendar year basis. 


Mr. Jensen. Cannot this project be dropped altogether and turned 
over to the water users, Mr. Robbins? 

Mr. Rossins. We still have a small amount of construction work 
to be done up there, which we are finaneing and which will probably 
be done this fiscal year or early in 1955. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Are you obligated to do it? 

Mr. Rossrns. Yes; it is work for which we already have funds, 
which has not been done, in order to complete the dam. But the real, 
biggest, reason for the retention of operation of this reservoir is the 
fact that we have not gotten this project in full operation. We 
have never been able to store water in that reservoir, under State law. 

Mr. Jensen. If I am not mistaken, this is one of the many projects 
that in the years, about 1947 or 1948, the Bureau requested a certain 
amount of money for completion of each one of the projects, and 
promised the committee and the Congress that if we allowed the 
Bureau the amount of money requested, they would never ask for 
another appropriation for these projects. 

Now, here we are being asked to appropriate more money. In 1947 
or 1948, we allowed every dime the Bureau requested. How much 
longer, how much longer, may I ask, is the Congress going to be obli- 
gated, or required, to appropriate funds for those projects, which were 
supposed to have been turned over to the water users many, many 
years ago? 

Mr. Rossrns. I think probably I misled you in my answer, Mr. 
Chairman. This $12,000 item is for operation and maintenance. A 
part of that item is allocated to flood control which is, therefore, non- 
reimbursable. The rest of it will be made by assessments to the water 
users, and the water users will repay the cost of this share. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you know what the proportion is 

Mr. Roppins. Yes; $7,200 is allocated to irrigation and $4,800 for 
flood control. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Commissioner, will you look into that and see if 
we cannot get these things cleared up, so the Congress will not be re- 
quired to continually be making appropriations, or asked for funds. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir; I will be very glad to do that. 

Mr. Jensen. I would like to suggest you get the hearings, and I 
believe it was for 1947, with the list of the projects which the Depart- 
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ment said that if the Congress allowed the amount of money that was 
requested, it would clean up those projects and that they would never 
ask for an appropriation for those projects again. 

I am sure that you will find these two projects, the San Luis Valley 
and the W. C. Austin project are on that list. 


W. C. AUSTIN PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. The next item is the W. C. Austin project, which is 
one that I have just referred to. You are requesting for operation 
and maintenance, $2,020. We will insert pages 576 through 580 in 
the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 


Authorization 
Authorized by the President on February 13, 1941, as the Altus eocunet. The 


name was changed to W. C. Austin project by act of Congress on 
(Public Law 69, 70th Cong.). 


Location 


This project lies in parts of Jackson, Greer, and Kiowa Counties, on the north 
fork of Red River in southwestern Oklahoma, Most of the irrigable lands are 
within a 15-mile radius of Altus, Okla. 

Description 


The scheme of development includes a 148,600 acre-foot reservoir for irrigation 
storage and flood control and 270 miles of canals and laterals and 26 miles of 
drainage system to serve approximately 48,000 acres of land in the semiarid area 
within a 15-mile radius of Altus, Okla. A 3.2 mile pressure pipeline from the 
canal system furnishes a municipal water supply to the city of Altus. 

Status 

Construction on all features completed and project is in full operation. 

Repayment 


Provisions for repayment of irrigation’s portion of the construction cost repre- 
seliting approximately 26 percent of the total project cost, is covered by a contract 
with the my 9 Irrigation District. The remaining portion of the cost 
hae financed by appropriations subsequently termed nonreimbursable by the 

‘ongress. 

The care; operation, and maintenance of the project, Altus Dam and Reservoir 

excepted, was assumed by the Lugert-Altus Irrigation District on October 1, 1952. 


History of project development 
Initial date: Planning, 1902; advanced planning, 1941; construction, 1941. 


ay 16, 1947 


Schedule of development 


Initial operation 


Through 
Fiseal Fiseal 
year 1954 | year 1955 | Ultimate 
umber 


nen 1, 300 
1, 300 


47, 810 
47,810 


47,810 
47, 810 


47,810 
47, 810 


Date 
Total 47,810 


1013 


ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 
Total, fiseal year 1953 
Fiseal year 1954: 


Total obligations, 1954 
F 1955: 


Increase (+) 


from 1954 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 


Storage system: For and maintenance of Altus Dam 
and Reservoir. 


Schedule of operation and maintenance program fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955 


Program P 
Total prior current budget 


year, 1953 year, 1954 year, 1955 
(1) (2) (4) 


Program item 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance storage system $10, 201 


Total obligations, multipurpose facilities 
IRRIGATION FACILITIES 
Operation and maintenance: 
Carriage system 
Distribution system 
inage system 
Total obligations, irrigation 
Total obligations, all facilities 


Allocation: 


Total obligations 


Method of financing: 
Allotment 
Funds advanced by water users 115, 844 4 


| 
aS 
er 
Funds advanced by water users_____..__._.-_---------. 8, 946 
n Funds advanced by water users__.......--.------------ 6,070 
Work proposed, 1955 
Program, or de- 
1955 crease (—) 
1e 
h 
re 8, 090 | —2, 16 
of | 
a 
$11, 006 $8, 090 
A ee eee 10, 201 11, 006 8, 090 
e 
115,844 | ‘11,006 | 8, 090 
115, 844 8, 946 | 6, 070 
2, 060 | 2, 020 
115, 844 11, 006 | 8, 090 
Ps 2, 020 
| 6, 070 
0 
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Project statistics 


Estimated 
Actual, 
Feature or item Unit fiscal year 


1953 Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1954 1955 


Irrigation system: Irrigable acreage for 
service: 

Irrigation service 47, 810 47, 810 47, 810 
Irrigation service 


1 Figures on calendar-year basis. 


Tvurspay, Fesrvary 9, 
Reaion No. 6 


Mr. JENSEN. The subcommittee will come to order. Mr. Clinton, 
a are the regional director of region 6. Your headquarters are at 
illings, Mont. How long have you been regional director? 


BACKGROUND OF DIRECTOR 


Mr. Curnron. I reported for duty on January 21 last. 

Mr. Jensen. You haven’t been on the job a month, have you? 

Mr. Curnton. No, sir, I have not. 

Mr. Jensen. Have you been in the office in Billings prior thereto? 

Mr. Curnron. No, I had worked in the region on investigations 
from 1939 to 1942. 

Mr. Jensen. In the region? 

Mr. Curnron. Yes, in the Big Horn Basin. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you give us a little background of your life? 

Mr. Curnton. I was born in Bisbee, Ariz., in 1908 and graduated 
from the University of Arizona in 1934 with a degree in civil engi- 
neering. 

I worked from 1934 to 1937 for the United States Geological Survey 
in the Arizona District on stream gaging work. 

I started with the Bureau of Reclamation on the Bartlett Dam. I 
was there from 1937 to 1939. I spent from 1939 to 1942 on investiga- 
tion work in the Big Horn Basin in Montana and Wyoming. 

Mr. Jensen. Investigating proposed reclamation projects? 

Mr. Curnron. Yes, future reclamation projects. From 1942 to 
1944 I was engaged on a water supply study on the Snake River in 
Idaho in connection with the Palisades project. 

In 1944 I was transferred to the new regional office at Boise, Idaho, 
as an assistant regional planning engineer. I spent from 1944 to 1949 
on that assignment. 

I was made assistant regional director of region 1 in 1949 and served 
there until I left to take this assignment in Billings. 


Net area in cultivation (entire 43, 735 40, 000 47, 000 
Average gross crop value per irrigated |_._..do.!____-........-- 124 100 112 ’ 
acre. 
Storage dams and 1 1 1 
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Mr. Jensen. It would appear that you have a good background for 
the job you now hold. 

Do you have a prepared statement that you would like to make at 
this time, or any statement whatsoever that you would like to make? 

Mr. Cuiinton. No, I have no general statement, Mr. Chairman. 

As you know region 6 includes the areas of Montana and the 
northern half of Wyoming lying east of the Continental Divide and all 
of North Dakota and South Dakota lying in the Missouri River Basin. 


RIVERTON PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. The first project in region No. 6 is the Riverton 
project. It is on page 386. Construction, $1,489,000; operation and 
maintenance, $127,600. 

We will insert pages 386 through 393, and 396 through 399 in the 
record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 
Authorization 
Originally authorized as an Indian irrigation project under the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs. The project was placed under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of 
Reclamation by act of June 5, 1920 (41 Stat. 915). 


Location 

Located in Fremont County, Wyo., on the ceded portion of the Wind River 
Indian Reservation. It lies near the center of Wind River Basin, north and 
northwest of Riverton. 

Description 

The primary purpose of the project is to provide a full water supply for the 
irrigation of 79,451 acres of semiarid new lands. Of this total, the development 
of 42,000 was completed prior to 1940.. The development of an additional 6,000 
acres in the Lost Wells and Pilot extension areas was completed in fiscal year 1948. 
An additional 6,000 and 7,000 acres were opened to settlement in October 1949 
and August 1950, respectively. Included in these totals are 1,912 acres of land 
being served under Warren Act and special contracts and 782 acres under leased 
lands, 

The project derives its water supply from Wind River and tributaries having 
Bull Lake as its principal storage and Pilot Butte Reservoir as supplemental 
storage. 

The Pilot Butte powerplant has a capacity of 1,600 kilowatts and is intercon- 
nected with the Bureau of Reclamation’s transmission system extending through- 
out Wyoming. 

Status 

At the beginning of fiscal year 1954, development and settlement of 58,000 
acres in the Midvale Irrigation District, North Pavillion area, and North Portal 
area had been completed. All joint facilities and irrigation facilities for lands 
within the North Portal area were substantially complete. Construction of the 
Wyoming Canal from stations 2560 to 3304 (end) was complete with the cor- 
responding lateral system approximately 53 percent complete. Additional canal 
lining has been constructed in various reaches of the Wyoming Canal. 

Repayment 

Status of repayment contract negotiations.—Cost of the first and second divisions 
is covered in amendatory repayment contract authorized by the act of June 22; 
1952 (66 Stat. 151), and executed in 1952 with Midvale Irrigation District. 
Repayment of third division costs will be covered in a repayment contract to Le 
negotiated with public land settlers following formation of an irrigation district. 

Amount to be repaid and repayment period.—An estimated 92-year period will be 
required under the amendatory repayment contract with Midvale District to 
return original construction cost of first and second divisions exclusive of the cost 
of rehabilitation and betterment costs. Repayment period for third division costs 
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has not been determined but is expected to exceed water users’ ability to pay in 
40 years. Return of commercial power allocation ($452,241) is expected by the 
year 1956. Return of irrigation costs ($360,132) to be paid from power revenues 
is scheduled to be completed by 1975 or an overall period of 36 years. 


Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 
$28, 476, 593 
1 608, 034 


1 Pursuant to act of June 23, 1952. 


Repayment costs per acre 
Federal investment, per acre 
From power revenues 
From irrigators 
Annual water user charges: 
Construction 


1 Annual charges applicable to first and second divisions only. 


Gross crop income per acre resulting from project irrigation (actual for calendar 
year 1952), $47. 


History of project development 
Initial date: Planning, 1904; advanced planning, 1920; construction, 1920. 
Date of functional completion of construction after fiscal year 1957. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction: 
Fiscal year 1921, $100,000. 


Original estimated cost $6, 777, 025 

Allocation of cost: unallocated 6 5 

Present estimated 29, 897, 000 
Allocation of cost: 

Irrigation 29, 444, 759 

452, 241 

The total estimated cost of this project has been increased from $24,676,000 to 

$29,897,000 (anticipated total obligations, $30,906,500). This increase has been 

caused by increased construction costs, revised estimates, and designs providing 

for more canal and lateral lining, and a major increase in drainage requirements. 


Schedule of development 


yes Ultimate 


Irrigation (system) full 

Power (kilowatts) 

Power rates (mills per kilowatt-hour): 
Firm at 50 percent load factor 
Nonfirm (average) 


| 

Water users___-_-_- 

Nonreimbursable 

Power: 

_—- 360, 132 
$371. 00 
6 
5 
360 
1. 40 
Costs 
fiscal year 
1953 
nao 58, 443 58, 443 58, 443 79, 400 
1,600 1,600 1, 600 1, 600 
4.3 4.3 4.3 3.3 
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ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 
Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations $30, 906, 500° 
Total obligations to June 30, 1953 19, 618, 504 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 

Prior year balance available 

Balance available in subsequent years 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 481, 618 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955 
Prior year balance available 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955 
Balance to complete 9, 317, 378 


1 Includes $1,009,500 for payments to the Shoshone and Arapahoe Tribes of Indians as required by Public 
Law 284, 88d Cong., Aug. 15, 1953. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

Completion of work now under way on the Wyoming Canal and laterals, con- 
tinuation of the drainage program on the third division of the Wyoming Canal 
drains in the North Portal and North Pavillion areas, and continuation of the 
farm development work as needed in the above areas. Final payment will be 
made to the Shoshone and Arapahoe Tribes for lands within the Wind River 
Indian Reservation. 


Justification 

Funds are needed to make payments under existing contracts and to finance 
the cleanup work necessary to place the third division in a sound operating con- 
dition. Funds are also required to continue the drainage program necessary to 
control the rapidly increasing seepage problem, and to compensate the Shoshone 
and Arapahoe Tribes for land now included within the project area in accordance 
with Public Law 284, 83d Congress, Ist session. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Program item Balance to 


Total to | Program, m, 
1953 year 1954 | year 1955 2 


@) (2) (3) (5) 


Construction program: 
Bull Lake and Pilot Butte Dams and 
Reservoirs $1, 439, 551 | $1, 435, 423 
Wind River Diversion Dam 525, 701 525, 701 
Wyoming Canal, Ist division, station 0 
to 487 1, 261,075 
Midvale Irrigation District: 

Wyoming Canal, station 487 to 883_ __. 

Pilot Canal 

Ww Zone laterals 

Pilot laterals 

Lows Wells laterals. ..................- 525, 518 

Wyoming, Pilot and Lost Wells 
rains, Ist and 2d divisions__._._...- 654, 477 

Farm unit development, Midvale 216, 739 

General property, Midvale 214, 686 206, 762 

3d division: 
W yoming Canal, station 883 to end 5, 372, 714 
Muddy Ridge 192, 870 2, 081, 130 
Wyoming laterals, station 883 to 

3304 


3, 163, 605 + 463, 824 
154, 051 957, 949 
Wyoming Canal drains_.__- ...| 3,005, 447 1, 821, 944 
Muddy Ridge 995, 995, 317 
1, 663, 830 


Muddy Rid 
General property 257, 503 
Power division: 
Powerplants, hydro 245, 590 242, 144 


> 

) 

) 

) 

) 

(6) 

4 

3 

Farm unit development, Muddy | | 
Channels, levees and floodworks, | | 

58, 157 
3, 446 | Eee 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955—Continued 


Total to | Program, 
Program item — June 30, current 
1953 year 1954 


(1) ) (3) (4) 


Program, 

budget 

year 1955 
(5) 


Balance to 
complete 


(6) 


Midvale Irrigation District—Continued 
Power division—Continued 
Transmission lines, switchyards, 
and substations ................. $192, 865 
General property, power. ‘ 16, 921 


Total cost. ........-- 397, 18, 914, 781 Tn 


Service facilities. 354, 907 —90, 000 


Stores_.._. 294, 902 —90, 000 


Project investigations 4, 054 


‘Transfers, credits and other expenditures._| ' 1,009, ! —23,565 |  —37, 804 


$9, 717, 372 
— 241, 907 
—1%, 902 

—4, 054 
40, 869 


Total expenditures 19, 545, 079 555, 043 
Unliquidated obligations. 73, 425 —73, 425 


9, 317, 378 


Total obligations..................-.- 19, 618, 504 481, 618 


Method of financing: 
Allotment available _- 
Prior year balance available. __- 
Balance avuilable in years. 
Allotments required 


1, 489, 000 
130,000 
11, 359,000 | 9, 317, 400 


I Includes $1,009,500 for payments to the Shoshone and Arapahoe Tribes of Indians as required by Public 


Law 284, 83d Cong., Aug. 15, 1953. 


ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligation, 1954 
Allotment, fiscal vear 1955 
Total obligation, 1955 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


Water users operate and maintain the storage works and the first and second 
division carriage and distribution systems. Th» Government operates and main- 
tains the third division distribution system and all power facilities. 


Program, 
1955 


Increase (+) 
or 


decrease (—) 
from 1954 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Storage system: For the reimbursement of the Midvale Irrigation District 
for the 3d division’s share of the cost incurred by the district iu the opera- 
tion and maintenance of the storage system 

Carriage system: Of this amount, $3,000 is required to reimburse the Mid- 
vale Irrigation District for the 3d division’s share of the normal operation 
and maintenance of the carriage system. Increased amount because 1954 
allowance insufficient to meet Wage and price increases - - 

Distribution system: Continuation of normal operation ‘and maintenance 
activities on the 3d division 

Drainage system: Increase needed to meet. price increases. Maintenance 

operations will be continued but on an increased cost due to the expanding 
mileage of drains 

Replacements and improvements: ‘For improvements to operation and 
maintenance roads, and bank and structure stabilization of laterals will 
be continued. Replacement and repairs of project equipment 


Total obligations, irrigation 


POWER PACILITIES 


Electric generation: For operation and maintenance of Pilot Butte power- 
plant. Increase because amount allowed for 1954 is insufficient, and to 
meet price increases, pertents for joint expense for operation and mainte- 
nance of Wyoming Canal, Ist division and diversion dam___________.___. 

Other production expenses: For regional reservoir regulation charges. 

Replacements and improvements 


—5, 800 


+3, 900 


Total obligations, all facilities 


+12, 100 


| 
$492,000 | 
—23, 000 
11,030,000 | 
456, 334 | 
—130, 000 | 
I 
$900 +$100 
12, 000 +2, 700 
| 23, 300 +5, 390 
| 3, 900 +1, 700 
25, 500 —1, 690 
66, 100 +8, 200 
500 +160 
61, 500 
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Schedule of operation an? maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1956 


Program item 


rogram 
current 
year 1954 


(3) 


Program 
buc get 
year 1955 


Total prior 
year 1953 


(2) 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 
Storage system 
Carriage system 
Distribution system 
Drainage svstem.. 
Replacements and improvements 


Total obligations, irrigation 
POWER FACILITIES 
Operation and maintenance: ; 
Electric generation... 
Other production expense... 
Replacements and improvements 
Total obligations, power 
Total direct obligations, all facilities 
Allocations: 
Irrigation 
Power 


Total direct obligations 
Method of financing: 


$281 
8, 516 
14, 590 
802 
22, 490 


46, 679 


53, 710 
3'3 
27, 815 


Project statistics 


Feature or item 


Estimated 


Fiscal year 
1954 


Fiscal year 
1955 


IRRICATION SYSTEM 


Irrigable acreage for service: ' 
Irrigation service land, full. 
Irrigation service land, supplemental... 


Gross crop val ie 
Average gross crop value per cultivated 
acre. 
Storage and reservoirs 
Diversion da: 


Drains... 
Telephone lines 
Operating roads 


POWER SYSTEM 


Total power revenues 
Powerplants 

Plant capacity 

Patrol roads 

Trans nission lines. 


Sas... 


1 Excludes Warren lands, 1,912 acres and lease lands, 782 acres. 
2 Sales by, and revenues accrued to Missouri River Basin project, transmission division-western section. 


3 Facilities operated and maintained by 
section (agent). 


42590—54—pt. 2——19 


Missouri River Basin project, transmission division-western 


18, 410 23, 800 
27, 190 25, 500 
57, 900 66, 100 
51, 460 61, 000 
81, 868 | 57, 600 61, 500 
198,547] 115,500 | 127, 600 
Ssvesuteakarconmpeell 46, 679 57, 900 66, 100 
81, 868 57, 600 61, 500 
Actual, 
Unit year | 
1953 
ig 58, 443 58, 443 | 58, 443 
Net area in cultivation (entire area)........| Acres...............-- 55, 186 56, 752 56, 
-| Dollars................| 2,598,098 | 2,000, 000 1, 900, 
1, 600 1, 600 1,600 
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REPAYMENT PROSPECTS 


Mr. Jensen. What are the chances of this project ever paying out? 
You might give us the original estimate of the project, the present 
estimate, the year construction first started, when it is expected to 
be completed, and the total estimate of the job at this time. We are 
inserting that information in the record, but for the benefit of the 
committee, just in brief form, give us those facts right now. 

Mr. Curnton. As I recall the history, the project went into con- 
struction in 1920. The first deliveries of water at the upper end under 
the canal were made in the early 1920’s. There was a slow develop- 
ment stage until the late thirties or early forties before the project 
was expanded very much. 

The large expansion was during the nrid and late forties and into 
the early 1950’s. 

During that time the old settlers had formed an irrigation district 
known as the Midvale irrigation project. There was an old contract 
entered into with them back in the thirties and we obtained a new 
amendatory contract with that Midvale district in 1952. The rest 
of the project beyond the Midvale Irrigation District has been and 
still is in the development stage. 


Mr. Jensen. We will get the information regarding the balance of 
the questions I asked you from what is already inserted in the record. 

Now tell us what you think the chances are of this project ever pay- 
ing out? Can you do that? Is this one of the projects that is very 
questionable? 

Mr. Curnton. It is a project, Mr. Chairman, that has gone through 
a lot of difficulties. I feel that the Midvale District will live up to 


their contract for the lands that are covered. We still have ahead of 
us the negotiation of a repayment contract, and getting settlers on the 
new land of the third division. It will have to be limited to their ability 
to pay on those lands. That probably will not cover the entire cost of 
the project, that is the entire cost of construction work. 


DRAINAGE PROBLEMS 


Mr. Jensen. You have a considerable drainage problem on this 
project. 

Mr. Cuinton. There has been for many years. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the nature of that problem? 

Mr. Cuinton. It is an unusual problem as far as the Bureau of 
Reclamation is concerned because of the type of soils that lie there. 
They are underlain either with shale or sandstone. The chemical 
composition of the soil is such that any drainage trouble causes severe 
problems. 

The Bureau, as I understand it, has been working to try to solve 
those drainage problems. They have been trying to keep ahead of 
the problems. e do feel that it is necessary to make some adjust- 
ment in the size of the units. I think Public Law 258 is going to be 
of great assistance to us in adjusting the size of the units, to provide 
larger and more economic units. 

We are now in the process of carrying out the provisions of Public 
Law 258 to adjust the size of units and relocate settlers from some of 
the areas that did go bad, over to better areas. A part of the con- 
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struction program on the third division is devoted to that end to make 
opportunities for those settlers that are in trouble on their present 
farms. 

Mr. JensEN. You mean, eventually, the project will pay out? 

Mr. Cuiinton. It will require assistance, or extending the pay out 
period, one or the other. 

Mr. JensEN. What do you mean by ‘‘assistance’’? 

Mr. Cuirnton. Assistance from power revenues. 

Mr. Jensen. You mean, revenues from the sale of electricity? 

Mr. Curyton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Does the Riverton project now receive any benefits 
from the sale of electric energy in the Missouri River Valley project. 

Mr. Curnton. I don’t think so. 

Mr. McPauatt. I might answer that. It does not. There is one 
small powerplant on the project itself which contributes a minor 
amount. It is only a small development of 1,600 kilowatts. 

Mr. Jensen. This project has always been in jeopardy as far as 
the pay out part of it is concerned, which is of course very important, 


FORT PECK PROJECT 


We will now go into the Fort Peck project, page 272. The con- 
struction estimate is $470,000. We will insert pages 272 through 278 
in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosyect DATA 


Authorization 


Authorized by the Fort Peck Project Act of May 18, 1938 (52 Stat. 403, 16 
U.S. C., 833, et seq.). 


Location 


Located in northcentral and northeastern Montana, and northwestern North 
Dakota. 


Description 

There is existing a powerplant of 85,000-kilowatt capacity which was constructed 

and is operated by the Corps of Engineers, United States Army. 

Transmission lines have been constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation or are 

lanned for construction to connect the Fort Peck system with the Transmission 
Jivision system of the Missouri River Basin project. Connections will be with 
the Garrison system at Williston, N. Dak., with the proposed Yellowtail system 
at Miles City, Mont., and with the Canyon Ferry system and the Montana Power 
Co. at Great Falls, Mont., and with the Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. and the 
Missouri River Basin system at Glendive, Mont. In addition to these intercon- 
nections, facilities have been constructed or are proposed for providing service to 
irrigation pumping projects and REA cooperatives in the Fort Peck project area, 
Status 


Construction of facilities for marketing Fort Peck power began in 1945. As of 
June 30, 1954, the project will be approximately 45 percent complete. The Fort 
Peck-Great Falls 161-kilovolt transmission line and the Fort Peek-Williston, Fort 
Peck-Glendive, Glendive-Miles City and Havre-Shelby 115-kilovolt transmission 
lines are in operation. Irrigation units in the Yellowstone Valley and REA 
cooperatives in Montana and North Dakota are receiving electrical service. The 
Williston, Glendive, Miles City, Wolf Point, Circle, Savage, Sidney, Havre, 
Shelby, Rudyard, and other small substations are in service. The Fort Peck- 
Great Falls transmission line and the Rainbow substation at Great Falls have 
been transferred to the Bureau from the Corps of Engineers. The relocation of 
that portion around the school at Havre will be completed late in fiscal year 1954. 

Construction of the Dawson County substation and warehouse buildings will 
be completed in fiscal year 1954. A contract has been awarded for a 5,000 
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kilovolt-ampere transformer bank to replace the existing bank at the Circle 
substation. The radio communication system is being expanded and improved. 
The Glendive-Williston 115-kilovolt transmission line is complete except for 
location of that portion around extended airport facilities near Sidney, Mont., 
which will be completed. Major equipment awards have been made for the 
O’Fallon Creek substation and for additions to the Williston substation. 
Repayment 

The allocation of costs to powerplant and irrigation plant is based on interim 
allocations of cost to power development approved by the Federal Power Com- 
mission, dated April 20, 1943. Under this interim allocation, the Commission — 
has determined that the entire cost of the powerplant should be allocated to power 
development and reserves the right to allocate the cost of joint facilities between 

wer development and other facilities. The total power cost of the project has 
Com divided between interest-bearing and interest-free investment on a basis 
of the kilowatt peak demand usage for irrigation ppmpies and commercial loads. 
The total power costs of the project will be repaid from power-sales revenue. 
FPistory of project development 

Initial date: Planning, 1933, by Corps of Engineers. 

Advanced planning, the act of May 18, 1988, authorized the Bureau of Recla- 
mation to provide, construct, operate, and maintain transmission lines, substa- 
tions, and facilities necessary or desirable to market the energy from Fort Peck 
powerplant. 

Construction, 1945 (Bureau portion of project). 

Date of functional completion of construction. Work scheduled through 
fiscal year 1960. No detail schedule available thereafter. 

Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1943, $499,475. 


Original estimated cost 
Allocation of cost: Power 

Present estimated cost 
Allocation of cost: Power 


The total estimated cost of the Fort Peck project has been decreased from 
$25,530,000 to $25,061,000 (anticipated total obligations, $23,194,049). This 
decrease is primarily due to the transfer of proposed irrigation pumping electrical 
supply facilities from Fort Peck project to their respective irrigation units of the 
Missouri River Basin project. 


Schedule of development 


Throvgh 
fiscal year 
953 


Power (kilowatts) 

Power rates (mills rer kilowatt-hour): 
Firm at 50--ercent load factor 
Nonfirm (average) 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 
Summarized financial data 
Estimated total obligations $23, 194, 049 


Total obligations to June 30, 1953 9, 544, 049 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 
Prior year balance available 
Balance available in subsequent year 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 407, 000 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955 
Prior year balance available 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955 545, 000 
Balance to complete 12, 698, 000 


Fiscal year | Fiscal year | vitimate 
85,000] 85,000] 85,000} 185,000 
33 33 33 
3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

Initiation of studies and designs for enlargement of the Glendive substation, 
purchase and installation of cooling fans for the Miles City substation, and com- 
pletion of O’Fallon Creek substation. Construction of the Williston substation 
addition will be continued. A contract will be awarded for installation of re- 
active power control equipment and partial payment made for the Mobile sub- 
station to be delivered early in fiscal year 1956. 


Justification 

The transmission system required to market power and energy from scheduled 
generator capacity must continue an orderly expansion consistent with supply 
and market conditions. Substations and line extensions are from time to time 
required at new locations, and existing facilities have required, and will continue 
to require, alteration and enlargement, such as at Circle and Williston where 
increased capacity was necessary. Present transmission facilities east of the 
powerplant are already inadequate to carry the load to eastern Montana and 
western North Dakota without overloading. Because this situation will become 
progressively more critical, endangering system operations, and because a large 
additional line capacity will be required eventually when the second powerplant 
is installed, the need immediately for a new line cannot be stressed too forcefully. 
Initially, as soon as it is possible to construct, the line would be operated at 115 
kilovolts, but it would be designed for 230-kilovolt operation and so operated for 
heavier duty when added generator capacity is ready for service. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Total to Program, | Program, 
Estimated 
Program item total 


Balance to 
June 30 current budget 
1953’ | year 1954 | year 1955 | Complete 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Yellowstone River area: 
Fort Peck-Glendive transmission lines 
and substations $1, 814, 730 | $1, 283, 558 
Glendive-Miles transmission 
lines and substations 1, 242,339 | 1, 233, 659 
Glendive-Williston transmission lines 
and substations. 1,882,000] 1, 505,965 
Transmission lines and substations for 
REA and irrigation pumping loads__ 681, 560 440, 529 
Missouri River Area: 
Fort Peck-Williston 115-kilovolt trans- 
mission lines and substations 3, 080, 002 
Facilities for 2d powerplant at Fort 
P 975, 000 975, 000 


mission lines and substations 7, 410, 000 7, 410, 000 
Fort Peck-Wolf Point transmission 
lines and substations. 68, 927 
Medicine Lake transmission lines and 
substations 1, 620, 000 
Missouri-Souris, Mont., transmission 
lines and substations 426, 000 
Transmission lines and substations for 
REA and irrigation pumping loads__ 107, 675 107, 675 
Milk River area: 
Fort Peck-Great Falls transmission 
lines and substations 1, 908, 467 | 1, 594, 467 
Fort Peck-Whatley transmission lines 
Glasgow-Bench lines and substations_. 
Havre-Shelby transmission lines and 
substations 
Metering equipment 
Reactive power control equipment 
General property 515, 184 


10, 890, 594 , 3 h 12, 976, 104 
5, —6, 
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Schedule of construction prsgram, fiscal years 1954 and 1955—Continued 


Total to | Program, | Program, 
Program item —_ June 30, | current’ | budget Poe to 
1953 year 1954 | year 1955 plete 


(1) (2) (3) (4) 


Transfers, credits, and other expenditures. |—$1,872,986 |—$1,802,622 —$5, 286 
Total 28,194,049 | 9,286,233 | 664,816 | $545,000 | 12, 698, 000 


Unliquidated obligations 257, 816 


Total obligations "23, 194,049 | 9, 544,049 | 407,000 | 545,000 | 12, 698, 000 


Method of financing: 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 
Prior year balance available. 
Balance available in subsequent 433463 
Allotment required 475,000 | 12, 698, 000 


Mr. Jensen. Will you review briefly the need for the items on 
page 277 for which funds are programed in fiscal 1955? 

Mr. Curnron. In general, Mr. Chairman, the requirements for con- 
struction funds are to take care of the expanding load that is develop- 
ing on the Fort Peck system. It is largely confined to additions to 
substations or to connections that are required to deliver power to 
various loads that are being served from that system. 

The basic transmission systems to deliver the existing capacity of 
Fort Peck power have all been completed. This is stage construction 
on the substations along those lines. 

Mr. Jensen. There is no money in here for additional power units? 

Mr. Curnton. No, sir, there is not. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you have in the making any plans to increase the 
power output? 

Mr. Cuinton. The installation of power at Fort Peck is in the 
jurisdiction of the Corps of Engineers. If they are built, they will be 

uilt by the Corps of Engineers. I understand that the corps is study- 
ing that matter. 
CANYON FERRY UNIT 


Next is the “Canyon Ferry unit.” It is on page 433. The con- 
struction estimate is $155,000. We will insert pages 433 through 437 
in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Proyect Data 

Location 

On the main stem of the Missouri River in west central Montana, about 17 
miles east of the city of Helena. 
Description 

The Canyon Ferry unit consists of a multiple-purpose dam, reservoir and 50,000 
kilowatt powerplant. It will reg ee for other irrigation units of the proj- 
ect, and power loads in the western Montana area. 
Status 

The unit is under construction and as of June 30, 1954, will be 99 percent 
complete. During fiscal year 1954 work will be continued on all project features 
and the full generating capacity will be placed in service. 
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Repayment 

Status of vepegment contract negotiations.—No direct irrigation development. 

Amount to be repaid and repayment period.—No direct payment by irrigators; 
some indirect payment will be made by irrigators through purchase of power for 
irrigation pumping. 

The power allocation will be repaid within 50 years from the date the facility 
becomes revenue producing. All project revenues are consolidated to achieve 
projectwide payout of reimbursable construction costs. 


Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation: 
Missouri River Basin project pooled power revenues $12, 487, 000 


History of project development 
Initial date: Planning, 1939; advanced planning, 1946; construction, 1948. 
Date of functional completion of construction: Fiscal year 1954. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction: 
Fiscal year 1948, $695, 073. 


Original estimated cost $11, 025, 000 
Allocation of cost: 
11, 025, 000 


28, 844, 000 
Allocation of cost: 
Irrigation 12, 487, 000 


Fiscal year | Fiscal year : 
1954 1955 Ultimate 


Power (kilowatts) 50, 000 50, 000 50,000 
Power rates (mills per kilowatt-hour): 
Firm at 50-percent load factor 5.5 5.5 5.5 
Nonfirm (average) 3.0 3.0 3.0 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 
Total obligations to June 30, 1953 27, 741, 258 


Allotment, fiscal year 1954 515, 248 
Prior year balance available 350, 752 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 866, 000 
Allotment, fiseal year 1955 155, 000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1955......_......-._...-.---- 155, 000 
Balance to complete 141, 000 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


The fiseal year 1955 program provides for completion of all construction 
activities. This program also provides for the settlement of all pending claims 
and the purchase of small tools and equipment essential for continuous operation 
of the dam and powerplant. 


Justification 


The Canyon Ferry powerplant will be in operation by the end of the current 
fiscal year. Funds are required for fiscal year 1955 for final contract payments 
and for equipment necessary to full operation. 


| 
| 
Schedule of development 
| Through | | | 
| 
1953 
| 
/ 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Total to Program, | Program, 
Program item ep June 3 30, | current budget’ | Balance to 
1 


year 1954 | year 1955 | Complete 
(1) 


(3) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Canyon Ferry Dam and Reservoir---.-_---- $19, 382, 000 |$18, 370, 228 $992, 872 $18, 900 


Canyon Ferry powerplant......._- 7,704,000 | 6,113,507 | 1, 482, 423 
Canyon Ferry 724, 789 418, 232 290, 957 
General property..................-..-..--- 1, 033, 211 151. 542 $140, 288 


cag 244, 814 —114,814 —130, 000 |....-......- 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures. - 59,258 | —192, 351 60, 967 189, 930 712 

|), ee 28, 903, 258 | 25, 790, 672 2, 816, 586 155, 000 141, 000 
Uniiquidated 1, 950, 586 |—1, 950, 586 

— 0 eee 28, 903, 258 | 27, 741, 258 866, 000 155, 000 141, 000 
Method of financing: 

Prior year balance available. 


Mr. JeNsEN. On page 437, what is the item ‘‘Transfers, credits and 
other expenditures, $189,930’? 

Mr. Curnton. Those are cost transfers, Mr. Chairman, that do 
not affect the appropriation of funds. They are property and equip- 
ment cost adjustments that affect costs, but not funds. They were 
required during construction and are transferred from these other 
accounts to cost features as the work progresses. 

Mr. JeNsEN. You mean, we appropriated that much more money 
than was necessary for construction? 

Mr. Curnton. No, sir, it is needed for construction, but is not 
charged to cost accounts until later when the items are used. So 
this is a transfer of costs from suspense accounts to construction. 

Mr. Jensen. You must have had an overage some place in order to 
transfer funds? 

Mr. Cuinton. No, sir; it is costs being transferred, and not funds. 
In general, it is property and equipment that was purchased for 
construction and is now on hand in a suspense account and will be 
charged to detailed cost accounts later on when used. 

Mr. JENSEN. So, actually you are not asking for additional money? 
Mr. Cuinton. No, sir; we are not. 

Mr. Jensen. It is just a bookkeeping transaction? 

Mr. Curinton. Yes, sir. 


CROW CREEK PUMP UNIT 


Mr. JeNsEN. Crow Creek pump unit, page 439, construction, 
$236,000: We will insert pages 439 through 444 in the record at this 
point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Proyect Data 
Location 
The Crow Creek pump unit is located south of Crow Creek near its confluence 


with the Missouri River and the town of Toston, in southwestern Montana, 
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Description 


Water will be pumped from the Missouri River with a lift of 175 feet to irrigate 
5,020 acres of new land. The pumping plant on the Missouri River will discharge 
into a tunnel constructed through a ridge separating the river from the Crow 
. aout area. From the tunnel water will discharge into the Toston and Lombard 

‘anals. 


Status 


Preconstruction surveys and studies began in fiscal year 1949. Revisions to 
the definite plan report were approved in August 1952. The Secretary of the 
Interior approved the land classification as satisfactory in July 1952. As of 
June 30, 1954, construction of the pumping plant will be functionally complete. 
Construction of canals, laterals, and drains will be partly complete. The system 
will be capable of delivering water to about 50 percent of the total lands. 


Repayment 


A repayment contract is scheduled for negotiation with a water-users organiza- 
tion. The Congress (82d, 2d sess.) instructed the Bureau of Reclamation to 
construct the Crow Creek pump unit in order that the Canyon Ferry Reservoir 
might be operated at full capacity. It also instructed the Bureau to report to 
the next session on the status of repayment arrangements. This report was made 
to the Congress (83d, 'st sess.) and was included on pages 1950 to 1954 of the 
Senate subcommittee hearings on the 1954 Interior appropriation bill. Reclama- 
tion now requires execution of a contract with a water-users organization in 
advance of delivery of water. Lack of local interest in establishing an organization 
may result in completion of irrigation facilities before a district is organized and a 
contract executed. 

Status of repayment contract negotiations.—Local farmers have been unable to 
form an irrigation district, but individuals have expressed a desire to enter into 
individual water-service contracts. 

Amount to be repaid and repayment period.—Construction of irrigation facilities 
is proceeding without awaiting completion of contract arrangements in order 
that Canyon Ferry Reservoir may be operated at designed capacity. Pursuant 
to instructions received in fiscal year 1953 appropriations hearings, the Bureau 
is proceeding with construction and has made a report to the Appropriations 
Committees for fiscal year 1954 appropriations, with a view to further instruc- 
tions on payment arrangements. 


Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 


Missouri River Basin project pooled power revenues-_------------- $1, 776, 600 


1 All of the estimated $5 per acre annual water charge will be required for meeting operation and main- 
tenance costs (ineiading energy for pumping) and no water-user payments will be available for repayment 
of construction costs. In the event that the Crow Creek unit (23,490 acres) is built s»me time in the future 
and includes the 5,020 acres now comprising the Crow Creek pump unit which would be served during the 
interim by electrically driven pumps, it is estimated that there will be a reduction in the operation and 
maintenance charge by elimination of the energy component which will leave an estimated $1.46 per acre 
annually to apply on construction costs. 


Repayment costs per acre 


Annual water-user charges: 


Increased net income per acre resulting from project irrigation (payment 
capacity), $8.50. 

History of project development 

Initial date: Planning, 1905; advanced planning, 1949; construction, 1952. 
Date of functional completion of construction: Fiscal year 1954. 


Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction: 
Fiscal year 1952, $100,000. 


| 

| 
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Costs 


Original estimated cost—Not available. 
Allocation of cost: Three Forks division, total cost not subdivided 
to show this portion, 
Unallocated 


1 Not available. 


The total estimated cost of the unit has increased from $1,693,000 to $1,766,000 
(anticipated obligations $1,773,910) because of increases in costs of labor and 
supplies, as supported by actual bid prices. 


Schedule of development 


Irrigation (system)—Full: 
Through fiscal year 1953 
Fiseal year 1954 
Fiscal year 1955 
Ultimate 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligations to June 30, 1953 871, 910 


Allotment, fiscal year 1954 558, 387 
Prior year balance available 114, 6138 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955 
Balance to complete 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 
Construction will be essentially completed on canals and laterals consisting of 
minor cleanup work and final payments to contractor. Facilities will be com- 
leted to serve the entire acreage. The project headquarters and equipment 
or operation and maintenance will be completed. Necessary drains will be con- 
structed to insure adequate drainage of the newly irrigated lands. Work will 
continue on repayment arrangements. 


Justification 

Funds are essential to make payments under existing construction contracts 
and for the related supervision and engineering costs. The unit is to be sub- 
stantially completed and ready for operation in fiscal year 1955. Funds are also 
necessary for operating equipment and for the minor items incident to placing the 
unit in sound operating condition. A delay in completion would create increased 
costs and prolong construction overhead. The funds requested are expected to 
fully complete the unit, although some minor drainage and farm unit development 
work may extend into future years using fiscal year 1955 allotments, so that 
additional fund requests should not be required. 


() 
Allocation of cost: Irrigation............................... 1, 766;000 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Estimated | Program, | Program, 


| 
Total to | 
Balance to 
Program item June 30, current budget ‘ 
total 1953 | year 1954 | year 1955 | Complete 
| @ 1 w | @ 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Crow Creek pumping plant---___-_- | $472. 000 $167, 718 $206, 871 $7, 411 
Poston tunnel | 489, 000 485, 183 3, 586 | 231 
Toston canal AE : } 241, 000 38, 665 192, 167 10, 168 
Lombard Canal. .............-..--- | 133, 000 29, 669 | 101, 026 | 2, 305 
Lateral system | 189, 000 34, 347 144, 826 | 9, 827 
Drainage system. | 150, 400 13, 807 | 9,298 | 127, 295 
Farm unit development. -- 13, 000 110 | 3, OLT 9, 273 
Distribution line. - ._- | 6, 600 2,313 | 4, 287 
General property -- | 72, 000 | 5, 230 | 2, 737 64, 033 
Total cost. 1,766,000 | 777,042 | 758, 415 230, 543 
Service facilities. ._- 16, 305 —1, 626 —14, 679 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures 14, 910 | —1, 048 —4, 178 | peg EAM 
Total expenditures. .___- ..-| 1,780, 910 | 792, 299 | 752, 611 236, 000 ore 
Unliquidated 79,611 | —79, 611 
Total 1, 780, 910 | 871, 910 | 673, 000 
Method of financing: | | 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954_...._......-]....2.---- | =. 558, 387 
Prior year balance available |-- | 114, 613 


REPAYMENT NEGOTIATIONS 


Mr. Junsun. What are the facts surrounding the repayment 
contract on this project? 

Mr. Crintron. As I understand it, Mr. Chairman, the Bureau has 
been trying for the past 2 years to organize an irrigation district. 
So far they have not been successful. ‘The efforts will be continued 
during the remainder of this fiscal year and on into tbe next to get 
a& repayment contract. We are not hopeful that we wil have one 
by the beginning of this next irrigation season. 

Mr. Jensen. You say in your justifications, the last sentence on 
page 439: 

Lack of local interest in establishing an organization may result in completion 
of irrigation facilities before district is organized and a contract executed. 

Mr. Cuinton. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. But even in the face of that fact you are asking for 
$236,000 for construction. 

Mr. Cuinton. That is to complete the works in accordance with 
the committee’s instructions. 

Mr. Jensen. When did we give those instructions? 

Mr. Curnton. In Senate Report No. 1803, 82d Congress, 2d 
session, page 15. 

Mr. Jensen. More money is programed for expenditures on the 
drainage system than for all other items. Why should we proceed 
with this project if serious drainage problems are already being 
experienced and there is little likelihood of ever getting a repayment 
contract due to lack of interest on the part of the people in the 
project area? 
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Mr. Curnton. First of all, Mr. Chairman, if the project does go 
into operation there will be some drainage problems. They are not 
serious, but if they are to be taken care of they have to be taken 
care of in the early stages before you get seepage. 

Mr. Jensen. You feel that it will be impossible to get the people 
to enter into a contract before you can prove conclusively that the 
urigation program as proposed will be a successful program? 

Mr. Cuinron. I don’t believe that is the reason, Mr. Chairman, 
that they are holding back on a repayment contract. 

One of the difficulties there is the reluctance on the part of some 
landowners to change their way of life. 

Mr. Jensen. They are getting along pretty well now? 

Mr. Curnton. Yes, sir; especially some of the larger holdings. 

Mr. Jensen. What proportion of the people feel that way? 

Mr. Cuirnton. I do not recall the proportion. It is enough to be 
holding up the negotiations. 

Mr. Jensen. Are more than half of the acres involved in this? 

Mr. Curnton. I am not familiar with that. 

Mr. Dexuetmmer. Some large landowners are holding this up 
particularly. 

Mr. Jensen. I don’t quite understand why we should spend money 
on these construction features while that litigation or difference is 
not resolved. What is the answer to that? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We were instructed to do it. 

Mr. Jensen. By whom? 

Mr. Dexuermer. By Congress in the 82d Congress, 2d session. 
Senate Report No. 1803. 

Mr. Jensen. We instructed you to go and spend money? Once in 
a while Congress can make a mistake, too, and they may feel that is 
isn’t a mistake at the time. The order is issued, but maybe in later 
years it proves a mistake. 

I wonder it is isn’t true now; that it was the wrong attitude for 
Congress to take? 

Mr. Dexnuetmer. They instructed us in the 82d Congress, with 
an admonition that we report to them the progress of repayment 
negotiations at the following Congress, which was done. When the 
83d Congress, the 1st session—— 

Mr. Jensen. That was the last session? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. That is contained on pages 1950 to 
1954 of the Senate subcommittee hearings. 

Mr. Jnnsen. You have met the directive of the Congress and you 
are asking for $236,000 for this project in the face of the fact that 
actually no definite understanding has been reached among the 
people in the area that is to be irrigated; 

Mr. Dexnutmer. You understand, Mr. Chairman, that on this land 
we were directed to provide irrigation to replace the land that was 
flooded by the Canyon Ferry Reservoir as a replacement of irrigated 
land in that general area, 

Mr. Jensun. Is this construction money to be used to alleviate a 
flood condition? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. No, sir, just to replace agricultural productive 
land in the general area which was taken out of production by the 
construction of the Canyon Ferry Reservoir. 
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Mr. Jensen. The Canyon Ferry Reservoir, of course, inundated a 
lot of acres of land. 

Mr. Curnton. And some of it irrigated land. This unit was to 
replace that irrigated land that was taken off the taxrolls. 

Mr. JENSEN. Replace it how? 

Mr. Drexuermer. By providing irrigation for a like acreage in 
another area. 

Mr. Cuinton. In the same county. 

Mr. Jensen. For whom? 

Mr. Curnton. For the benefit of the county. 

Mr. Jensen. I guess that being the case it is a just request. 


LOWER MARIAS UNIT 


Mr. Jensen. We will now go to the lower Marias unit on page 461. 
Construction, $6,100,000. We will insert pages 461 through 467 in 
the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Provecr Data 
Location 
In north central Montana in the counties of Liberty, Hill, Chouteau, and Toole. 


Description 

The principal water conservation and control structure of the unit will be Tiber 
Dam, located on the Marias River, 13 miles south and 6 miles west of the town of 
Chester. An intake tower and penstock will be constructed to provide for future 
installation of a 2,000-kilowatt powerplant. Water stored in Tiber Reservoir 
will be delivered to the 127,000 acres of the unit by means of the 77-mile-long 
Marias Canal, 143 miles of other smaller canals and an extensive lateral system. 
Also included in the ultimate scheme is a powerplant along one of the main canals 
which can furnish seasonal power to partially service the lower Marias pumping 
stations. 


Status 
The prime contract for construction of Tiber Dam was awarded in September 
1952 and by the end of the current fiscal year this contract will be about 42 
[serene complete. Most of the machinery and other equipment for the dam will 
under contract. Preconstruction work including the collection of design data 
will be well advanced on Marias Canal and investigations will be underway on the 
other canals and related laterals and drains of the distribution system. Detail 
land classification of the entire area in the Marias Irrigation District and repay- 
ment negotiations will be underway. Work on the development farm will com- 
mence during second half of fiscal year 1954. 
Repayment 

Status of repayment contract negotiations.—The Marias Irrigation District, cov- 
ering about two-thirds of the unit irrigable area, was established in 1950 and 
contract negotiations are underway. The remainder of the area may be added 
to the Marias District, or another district organized. 

Amount to be repaid and repayment period.—A 40-year repayment contract, with 
not to exceed a 10-year development period, is being negotiated with the Marias 
Irrigation District to provide for repayment of distribution system costs assigned 
for repayment by irrigation. Additional construction costs will be returned by 
irrigation through the construction component in water service charges. Similar 
arrangements will be required when areas outside the existing Marias Irrigation 
District are developed for irrigation purposes. 

The commercial power portion of the above power allocation will be repaid 
with interest within 50 years from the date the facility becomes revenue pro- 
ducing. All project revenues are consolidated to achieve projectwide pay-out of 
reimbursable construction costs. Irrigation, fish and wildlife, and recreation 
allocations are considered reimbursable and are to be repaid by the beneficiaries 
or from power revenues and application of interest components related to interest 
bearing investments. 
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Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 


$21, 380, 000 
38, 767, 000 


60, 147, 000 


Annual water user charges: 
Construction 


1 To return in full costs payable by water users. This rate of payment would necessitate an additional 
water service contract following initial 40-year repayment period to run for 35 years with construction com- 
ponent of $2.25 per acre. 


Increased net income per acre resulting from project irrigation (payment 
capacity) $7.06. 
History of project development 

Initial data: Planning, 1903; advanced planning, 1946; construction, 1952. 

Date of functional completion of construction: Fiscal year 1968. 

Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction: 
Fiscal year 1949, $750,000. C 

osts 


Allocation of cost: Unallocated 19, 700, 000 


Present estimated cost 


Allocation of cost: 
Irrigation 


The total estimated cost of the unit has been increased from $66,940,000 to 
$67,878,000 (anticipated total obligations $67,551,987) because of increases in 
cost of labor and materials. 


Schedule of development 


Through | Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1954 1955 


Irrigation (system): 
a acreage for service: 


Power (kilowatts) 

Power rates (mills per kilowatt): 
Firm at 50 percent load factor 
Nonfirm (acreage) 


Power: (Missouri River power revenues) --_.........--.-__----- 
Repayment costs per acre 

Federal investment per acre. $494) 00 

Ultimate 
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ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligations to June 30, 1953.._.___......--------------- 5, 043, 083 
Allotment, fiscal year 1054_.....................-<- $5, 882, 355 
Prior year balance available.__..............-.-s.s< 690, 549 


Total obligations, fiscal year 6, 572, 904 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955 


Total obligations, fiscal year 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


The program for fiscal year 1955 provides for continuation of construction of 
Tiber Dam under the prime contract and the delivery and installation of machinery 
and equipment items. On the irrigation features, designs will be continued on 
the Marias Canal and collection of design data will be underway for the laterals 
and drains associated with the first irrigations. Project investigations will be 
continued for alternate areas of development, additional farm unit subdivisions, 
and layouts. Approval will be obtained from landowners of the proposed divisions. 
A repayment contract will be executed and all work on the development farm will 
be completed. 


Justification 


The major portion of the funds requested for fiscal year 1955 are for contract 
earnings and related costs under the existing prime contract on Tiber Dam. 
These funds are essential if the contractor is to proceed at an efficient and eco- 
nomical rate and is to complete the work in accordance with contract commit- 
ments. The fiscal year 1955 program also provides for the continuation of pre- 
construction work on the canals, laterals, and pumping plants with the objective 
of placing these facilities under construction as soon as possible. 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Total to | Program, | Program, | 3 
Program item net June 30, current | budget | nore: ding 
1953 year 1954 | year 1955 | oan 
(1) (2) 
CONSTRUCTION PROCRAM 
000 
Sandy Gravity diversion dam 
Marias Canal, mile 0 to 14___.... , 353, 000 488, 318 44, 500 
Marias Canal, mile 14 to 39.9_.........-.-- 2, 702, 000 61, 522 43, 700 17, 000 2, 579, 7 
Marias Canal, mile 39.9 to 77.1_..-.....-.-- 1, 925, 000 43, 893 2, 700 2, 000 1, 876, 407 
Kenilfeeder canal__..........-..---..-...-. 1, 098, 000 24, 845 1, 500 1, 400 1, 070, 255 
Kenilgravity canal. _- 709, 000 14, 813 1, 000 692, 287 
Pumping plants and canals 2, 632, 000 61, 973 85, 400 24, 000 2, 460. 627 
Sandy gravity canal. ___ 1, 490, 000 , 928 2, 100 1, 900 1, 452, 072 
Laterals (mile 14 to 39.9)...........--.-...- 1, 322, 000 29, 069 20, 000 21, 1, 251, 931 
Laterals (remaining) ..............-..-...-. 6, 292, 000 141, 927 8, 700 1,000 6, 140. 373 
Drains (mile 14 to 39.9)................-..- 850. 000 18, 581 6, 800 19, 000 805, 619 
nc 3, 469, 000 74, 323 6, 400 1,000 3, 387, 277 
Farm unit development-_-__.............-- 970, 000 28, 300 18, 400 923, 
Farm units (development farm). -.......... J 40, 000 108, 000 2, 000 
Tiber powerplant and switchyard. __..___- 843, 000 20, 022 1, 100 1,100 820, 778 
Kenil powerplant and switchyard - -......- 1, 111, 000 21,810 Py BO Necccrcccntn dat 1, 087, 690 
Pumping plant lines and substations. 43, 000 42, 
General property (permanent camp at 
Tiber and equipment) _.................- 201, 000 142, 072 9, 700 5, 000 44, 228 
General property (Marias camp and 
1, 245, 000 19, 976 1, 100 1,000 1, 222, 924 
General property (recreational develop- 
Vihdnepiiutdndcecduniemie 67,878,000 | 4,511,021 } 6, 522,363 | 6 255, 000 | 50, 589, 616 616 
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Schedule of construction program fiscal years, 1954 and 1955—Continued 


Total to Program, | Program 
Estimated * | Balance to 

Program item current 
total 953 year 1954 complete 


(1) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM—continued 


tores 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures__ 


Total expenditures 
Unliquidated obligations 


Total obligations 


Method of financing: 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 
Prior year balance available 
Allotments required 49, 836, 000 


FARM UNIT DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Domrny. This area for which Lower Marias will furnish irriga- 
tion water has been in dry land agriculture through all the past years. 
There is no history of irrigation in that immediate area. The purpose 
of the development farm would be to actually have in advance of the 
start of construction of irrigation laterals a firm demonstration to the 
prospective irrigators of the benefits of irrigation. 

There is also a question as to drainage on some of the areas. This 
demonstration farm would bring to focus some of the answers on the 
problems that may arise from drainage and help in planning our lateral 
and drainage construction program. 

Mr. Jensen. Is it the responsibility of the Bureau of Reclamation 
to carry on that kind of activity? 

Mr. Domrny. I feel very sure that it is in that the overall success 
of the reclamation project reposes in the Secretary of the Interior and 
the Bureau of Reclamation. We do not do that singlehandedly. 

I am sure you recall that we cooperate very leas with the land- 


grant colleges, with the Soil Conservation Service and the Extension 


rvice. 1 of our development farms, for which you have been 
appropriating money over the years, have been a cooperative venture 
in which the State college technicians and the soil conservation tech- 
nicians are right in there working hand in hand with Reclamation, in 
designing the farm and deciding what crops should be planned and 
how it should be managed. 

A portion of every one of our development farms has been devoted 
to actual experimental work. We are not in the experimental farm 
business, but our development farms, for the most part, are operated 
just like any farmer would operate his land, in field size rotations of 
100 to 120 acres, depending on the area, and about 20 percent of the 
farm is devoted to the Soil Conservation Service and the agricultural 
experiment stations to actually run scientific experiments in irrigation, 
to study the length of run, the amount of water to apply at any one 
time, whether it is best to irrigate by the border system or the row 
method, ete. 

We have had wonderful response in all of the areas from these 
development farms. 


|_| (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
$122, 709 | —$130,000 | —$679, 185 
—$326, 013 —252, 275 13, 923 —15, 000 —72, 661 
Fg cama 67, 551,987 | 4,949,992 | 6,665,995 | 6,100,000 | 49,836, 000 
Ee ----.--.---.---.._| 67,551,987 | 5,043,083 | 6,572,904 | 6,100,000 | 49,836,000 
| | | | i] 
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Mr. Bupar. Is the cost added to the repayment contract? 

Mr. Dominy. The costs are added to the construction costs of the 
project. And, of course, they either have to be returned through 
increased payments from the water users or from increased power 
revenues being assigned to that particular unit. They are all reim- 
bursable costs, yes sir. 

Mr. Bupae. We are a little bit dubious right now as to how these 
power revenues are going to work out. I wonder if this is of sufficient 
importance that the water users themselves will assume the responsi- 
bility of paying for it. If they will not, I would rather be inclined to 
think this was not a very good investment. 

Mr. Dominy. There is no way really to ascertain whether they 
would pay for it at this time. 

The district is formed, and the negotiations are underway for an 
overall water service and repayment contract. 

Mr. Buper. If they want you to teach them how to farm the land 
and put in an irrigation project, they ought to be willing to pay for 
it or you should not go in there. 

Mr. Domrny. I would like to point out, Mr. Budge, that this type 
of work is of the nature of the regular experimental station and soil 
conservation demonstration work, which is nonreimbursable when it 
is carried out by agricultural agencies on their own. 

Mr. Bupae. Here you are attempting to teach a group of farmers: 
within a specified geographical boundary of an irrigation project how 
to best farm that project. If they think it is worth while, they should 
be willing to pay for it in their repayment contract. 

I do not think this committee ought to spend the funds for it until 
it is included in the repayment contracts. If it is important to them, 
let them pay for it. 

REPAYMENT CONTRACTS 


Mr. JENSEN. On page 462 you have a figure showing the charges of 
the water users. Then you say: 

This rate of payment would necessitate an additional water service contract 
following initial 40-year repayment period to run to 35 years with construction 
component of $2.25 per acre. 

Why can’t that all be included in the original contract? 

Mr. Curnton. It would exceed the water users’ repayment ability 
if it all had to be paid concurrently. 

Mr. Jensen. With an estimated payment capacity of $7.06 per acre, 
why limit water users’ charges to $4.75 an acre? It shows they have 
enna for repayment up to $7.06 per acre. 

r. Dominy. I will be glad to explain some of the problems we 
encounter there, Mr. Chairman. The $7.06 figure which you indicate 
you have observed on page 463 is the payment capacity determina- 
tion which we have made in our economic analyses. 

We find it very valuable in meeting with the water users to discuss 
specific repayment terms. We very seldom, of course, are able to 
convince the water users that they should pay the full amount of 
that payment capacity. 

We have attempted to hold within a range of 75 or 80 percent of 
the payment capacity figure in negotiating a contract, and, at the 
same time be sure what operation and maintenance costs will be. 
Our best judgment as to what operation and maintenance will run 

42590—54—pt. 2—20 
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over a period of years is $2.50. We all recognize and tell the farmer 
so very houestly, that as prices change, and labor and materials costs 
adjust from year to year, that figure will either go up or down depend- 
ing on the general price levels. So what we have tried to do in this 
footnote on page 463 is to explain that the $168 that we indicate will 
be paid by the water users, that that would require two successive 
9-e contracts. That amount would not be returned in 40 years under 
the kind of contract that we are able to negotiate with the prospective 
water users on the lower Marias project. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the annual revenue that is now received in 
this project? Is there any irrigation? 

Mr. Domrny. It is in dryland wheat. It is a summer-till area 
where they produce one crop every second year. They have been do- 
ing very well. They have had good seasons, and they have had 
price support so their income in wheat has been fairly good for the 
most part. 

Mr. Junsen. If they receive the supplemental water, they will be 
able to raise a crop each year, will they not? 

Mr. Domrny. That is true. Of course, they will shift out of wheat 
because wheat is not a crop that works well in irrigation, that is, they 
don’t get enough increase in yield under irrigation. They will shift 
from wheat into crops that produce more abundantly with controlled 
water supplies. 

Mr. Jensen. One portion of the fiscal 1955 request relates to farm 
construction work. Should this be held up until repayment contracts 
are executed? 

Mr. Curnton. A development farm is included in it, Mr. Chairman, 


as well as the normal investigations we do to get ready for construction 
of irrigation work. 

Mr. JeNsEN. So you can’t negotiate a contract until you are up 
to a certain point on your preconstruction program? 

Mr. Cutnton. We have to have a reasonably good estimate of what 
the irrigation canal system is going to cost before we can negotiate a 
contract. 


RAPID VALLEY UNIT 


Mr. Jensen. The Rapid Valley unit is next—page 469. The con- 
struction estimate is $2,358,000. We will insert pages 469 through 
473 in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosecr Data 
Location 
Located in the east central Black Hills in Pennington County, 8. Dak. It 
extends from Pactola Reservoir site, 15 miles west of Rapid City, 8. Dak., to lands 
just below Farmingdale. 


Description 

The purposes of the unit are to furnish a full supply of water to Rapid City and 
to Ellsworth Air Force Base, provide a full water supply to 2,200 acres of new 
lands under the Iowa Canal extension, furnish a supplemental water supply to 
8,900 acres for the presently irrigated lands of the Rapid Valley project, and 
provide flood protection to Rapid City. Facilities of the unit include Pactola Dam 
Lees Ae wa yt rt Iowa diversion dam, and extensions to the Iowa Canal and 

te 
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Status 


Construction of Pactola Dam started on November 25, 1952. As of June 30, 
1954, the Rapid Valley Unit will be approximately 54 percent complete. During 
fiscal year 1954, construction will be in progress on Pactola Dam; relocation 
work will be initiated for United States Highway 85A (by the Bureau of Public 
Roads) and the Forest Service road or county road. The Black Hills Power & 
Light Co.’s power line and the Northwestern Bell Telephone Co.’s "telep »yhone line 
relocations will be completed. Reservoir clearing operations will be started. 
Investigations will be conducted to facilitate the completion of definite plan 
report for irrigation facilities. 

Repayment 

A water service contract for municipal water supply has been executed with the 
city of Rapid City. Irrigation contract arrangements will not be undertaken 
until a decision is made on scheduling construction of specific irrigation works. 
A 40-year repayment contract with not to exceed a 10-year development period 
would then be negotiated providing for repayment of distribution system costs 
assigned for repayment by irrigation. Additional construction costs willl be 
returned through the construction cost component in water service charges. 
The construction component in water service charges to be paid by Rapid City will 
return additional construction costs. The Interior Department Appropriation 
Act for fiscal year 1954 authorized as nonreimbursable, an amount not to exceed $1 
million of Pactola Dam costs related to the water supply for the Ellsworth Air 
Force Base. 


Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 


Weiter $155, 400 
Missouri River Basin project pooled power revenues___-__.-_______ 1, 871, 600 


Repayment costs per acre 


Annual water-user charges: 


1 To allow for contingencies in payment capacity determination, annua] water charge estimated to ap- 
proximate 85 percent of increased payment capacity. 


Increased net income per acre resulting from project irrigation (payment ca- 
pacity), $1.07. 
History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1937. 
Advanced planning, 1949. 
Construction, 1952. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1957. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1953, $1,000,000. 


Allocation of cost: 


Costs 

$950, 000 

2, 608, 000 
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The total estimated cost of Rapid Valley unit has been decreased from $12,- 
170,000 to $9,630,000 (anticipated total obligations, $9,683,307). This change 
is principally due to savings from the low bid price received on the prime con- 
struction contract. Other adjustments have been made to reflect costs of future 
construction to current prices, minor changes in project plan and adjustments 
for inadequacies of the previous estimate. Estimated costs are based on final 

lans for the storage facilities and a preliminary plan for development of the 
irrigation facilities. Possible additional irrigation facilities require further 
investigational determinations. 


Schedule of development 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 
Summarized financial data 
Estimated total obligations $9, 683, 307 


Total obligations to June 30, 1953 1, 530, 200 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 
Prior year balance available 
Balance available in subsequent years 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955 
Prior year balance available 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955 
Balance to complete 2, 102, 107 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

The program for fiscal year 1955 includes the continuation and completion of 
work on Pactola Dam, relocation of United States Highway 854A, relocation of the 
Forest Service road and clearing of the reservoir area will be completed. Precon- 
struction investigations will be under way on the irrigation features. 


Justification 

Pactola Dam is under full construction by contracts now in effect. Funds are 
essential to meet contractors’ earnings and for related materials, aepuliee, super- 
vision and engineering. Funds are also needed for operating facilities and for 


surveys and planning work on irrigation facilities. 


| 
Through | Piscal Fiscal 
fiscal year | | Ultimate 
jon tem): 
75, 000 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Total to Program, | Program 
Program item June 30, current budget’ 
1953 year 1954 | year 1955 P 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Pactola Dam and Reservoir 
Towa Canal diversion dam 
Towa Canal and extension -- 
lowa extension laterals___. 
Towa drains 

Farm-unit development 
General property 


Service facilities 


tores 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures. 


Total expenditures , 683, 3 


Total obligations \ 3, 618, 000 } 2, 433, 000 | 2, 102, 107 


Method of financing: 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 
Prior year balance available 
Balance available in subsequent years- 
Allotments required 


IRRIGATION 


Mr. Jensen. Irrigation development is still in preliminary stages. 
Why? How is it known that there will be enough interest in irrigation 
from this project to repay costs allocated to the water users? 

Mr. Curnton. We are still in the process of working out the irriga- 
tion plan there, Mr. Chairman. We haven’t gotten far enough along 
to have gotten up to the contract stage with the water users yet. 

Mr. JENSEN. But we are spending a lot of money, $2,433,000, 
before you sign a contract, before we know whether the water users 
ee to fall in line and obligate themselves. 

r. Ciinton. That expenditure is to continue the construction of 
Pactola Dam which will be used for other things than irrigation. It 
will provide a municipal water supply for Rapid City, S. Dak., and 
will provide a badly needed supply for Ellsworth Air Base and in 
addition will provide flood control on Rapid Creek. 

Mr. Jensen. How long have you been negotiating for a contract 
with the water users? 

Mr. Domriny. We are not very far along in final arrangements with 
irrigation districts below the town of Rapid City. This project was 
started primarily because of the urgent need for municipal water for 
the town of Rapid City and for the airfield there. It was not under- 
taken primarily for this irrigation portion, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. JENSEN. What portion of this project will be paid by the irriga- 
tion? 

Mr. Crostuwalr. $2,027,000 is allocated. 

Mr. Jensen. What percentage is that of total cost? 

Mr. Crosruwait. $9,630,000 is the total cost. Of that $2,027,000, 
water users are listed to pay $155,400 and the Missouri Power 
$1,871,600. 


|__| (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

---------------] $8,005,000 | $1, 400, 365 | $3, 590, 588 | $2,393, 000 $621, 047 
58, 000 2, }....... 7, 500 47, 870 
home tinareneenun 760. 000 34, 983 5, 000 50, 000 670, 017 
153, 000 20, 000 126, 133 
57,000 2, 500 54, 500 
376, 000 | 31, 000 340, 370 
Total J. 1, 459, 462 3. 595, 588 2, 524, 000 2, 050, 950 
145, 937 50,000 | —192, 000 —3, 937 
53, 307 —87, 525 —15, 262 101, 000 55, 094 
2, 358, 000 2, 102, 200 
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Mr. Jensen. That amount of money must be collected from water 
users over the period of the authorized project in order to pay out the 
project according to law. So there we sit with no contract with the 
water users, which is necessary and has been necessary since the very 
beginning of this project, to comply with the law which authorized 
this contract. 

Mr. Dominy. May I make an additional commert, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Jensun. Yes. 

Mr. Dominy. The contract we have executed with the city of Rapid 
City will take care of the dam and reservoir. It is only the additional 
irrigation works not yet built which would involve costs to serve 
irrigation. 

Mr. Junsen. Have you started any of the irrigation work? 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. There is no construction at all? 

Mr. Domrny. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Finally we get down to the facts that I have been 
trying to ascertain. That is fine. I possibly have not asked the right 
question. But I finally learned the thing that I was trying to find 
out. 

So, the situation as it stands today is that if a contract is not nego- 
tiated with the water users for this water, then the estimate will be 
reduced by the amount which it will cost to build the irrigation 
facilities. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And so, at the present time the pay-out schedule has 
not been effected as was originally provided? 

Mr. Domrny. And the only money that is in this 1955 program for 


irrigation is for ype ye investigation. 


Mr. Bungee. at kind of situation does that leave this irrigation 
project in? Apparently it is very possible that there will never be 
any irrigation in it. 


PRIMARY PURPOSE OF THE PROJECT 


Mr. Dexuermer. That is a possibility. It was not started pri- 
marily as an irrigation project. It was flood control and water supply 
for the Army air base that primarily got this dam started. 

Mr. Bupexr. Was that your philosophy as to what the Bureau of 
Reclamation should be doing? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir; it was one of the jobs that was vitally 
needed and pushed by the Air Force. 

Mr. Bupes. Mr. Chairman, what we have here, when you boil it 
down, is that the irrigation was simply tied on here as a means for 
the Bureau of Reclamation to get into the business of building the 
project. 

You end up here with a project which probably will not have any 
irrigation connected with it at all. 

Mr. Jensen. It is possible. 

Mr. Buper. This is another case where the military makes a 
recommendation to the Interior Department for a project. needed in 
our defense setup, and without doubt the Joint Chiefs of Staff have 
oo approval to what some high military official has recom- 
mended. 
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How long has the Ellsworth Air Base been there? 

Mr. DexuermerR. Some time before we started. They entered 
into an agreement with the city of Rapid City for supplying municipal 
water to them through their system. We in turn have a contract 
with the city for supplying water from our facilities. 

Mr. Bupexr. You have no contract with the Air Force at all? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Not directly. 

Mr. Buper. Did the Air Force ever approach you to see about 
building this project? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I am not familiar with that background. 

Mr. Domrny. I can answer that question, in this way, that the Air 
Force base has been there for some time and that they had a tre- 
mendous problem on water supply. They drilled several wells. They 
got a very inadequate quality of water and a very inadequate quantity. 
They were faced with a very expensive program of additional wells 
and demineralizing plants which were of a pretty expensive nature. 

The city meanwhile was looking for an additional municipal water 
supply. There was a flood control problem on the river. So the 
whole thing was combined by Senator Case, and the Army came up 
with the Senator to Reclamation and it was pushed through as an 
emergency project along those lines. 

Mr. Bupae. Yes; you started the planning on it, according to your 
cna in 1937, and the construction in 1952. So it must have 

een an emergency item in 1937, I assume. 
ze Mr. Domriny. The final kickoff of it was on that basis, Congressman 
udge. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We start planning these jobs, of course, on the 
basis of irrigation. It so happened that we had plans which would 
fit into their needs. 

Mr. CuintTon. One other point on it, Congressman Budge, is that 
the Missouri Basin Act did provide for municipal water. 

Mr. Buper. I am just trying to find out how far the Bureau of 
Reclamation is going into the municipal water business and the power 
business and getting away from the irrigation business. Here you 
certainly have deviated 100 percent away from it. 

Mr. JENSEN. I might say that there are some projects that furnish 
water to municipalities that pay back over a period of many years 
most of the money that is appropriated. 

How much of the total of the estimated cost of this project is 
charged to flood control? 

Mr. Dexuerer. $4,714,000. 

Mr. Jensen. Then you have an amount for recreation of $281,000? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 


CHEAP WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. JENSEN. So approximately half of this project will be charged 
off for flood control and recreation. The charge against the munici- 
pality will be $2,608,000; irrigation, $2,027,000; flood control, $4,714,- 
000; and recreation $281,000. 

I would say Rapid City is getting a rather cheap water supply, 
when you charge off half the total cost of the project. Of course, you 
are not to blame. You are not responsible for this, Mr. Commis- 
sioner. There are an awful lot of towns in this United States, even 
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out West, in the dry areas, that tax their own people to get water for 
their municipalities and they pay the whole bill. 

My little town, for a while, spent itself poor trying to get a sufficient 
water supply. But our Government didn’t contribute one dime, nor 
did the State, nor did the county. The people of that little town paid 
the bill, as do people in most every other town in the United States. 
They paid the whole bill. 

In Rapid City we furnish a fine supply of water to a municipality 
and they pay half the bill. 

Mr. Bupes. And then sell it back to the Federal Government, the 
Air Force. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. They do that, too. I am wondering if that 
just squares with fairness to the people of the United States, generally 
speaking. The reason I bring that up, Mr. Commissioner, is this: 
In the future we must take a better look at some of these projects in 
this category. 

Mr. Kirwan. I want to say that I do not think there is a man in 
the room from the Bureau of Reclamation who was responsible for 
this. I think Mr. Budge said the investigation started in 1937. 

Mr. Bupa. That is what the justifications say. 

Mr. Krrwan. Probably the investigation started in 1937 and the 
Reclamation Department didn’t see any reason why they should go 
on but the Congressmen evidently combined it with flood control, 
recreation, and national defense, and it passed the Congress. 

Mr. Jensen. Some of the Congressmen have to be watched a little, 
occasionally. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is not on that side of the table, whatsoever. It 
happened up on the floor of Congress. That is why I say there is not 
a man in this room to blame. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out here 
that we are spending 

Mr. Jensen. Excuse me. I think it is the duty of the Bureau of 
Reclamation to see that the taxpayers of the United States are not 
slickered even if a Congressman, Senator or Representative, wants a 

roject. 
; T think it is the responsibility of the Bureau of Reclamation to see 
to it that no one slickers the taxpayers of America, whether the fellow 
is sitting on this side of the table or on the other side of the table. Go 
ahead, Mr. Dexheimer. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I just wanted to point out that the United States 
is spending a great dal of money for flood control. This just happens 
to be one dam in the system. 

If this had no water supply at all, it might still be built, and it 
might even cost a little more than the present allocation to flood con- 
trol. It would be entirely nonreimbursable. 

Mr. Fenton. What rate do they pay for municipal water? 

Mr. Cuirntron. $15.86 per acre-foot of water delivered. 

Mr. Fenron. At what interest? 

Mr. Curnron,. I understand it is a 40-year contract with 2 percent 
interest. 

SHOSHONE PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. Next, the Shoshone project. It is on page 594. For 
“Operation and maintenance” only, $187,000. We will insert pages 
594 through 599, in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 
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Prosect Data 
Authorization 


Authorized by the act of June 17, 1902, chapter 1903 (32 Stat. 388, 43 U.S. C. 
391), and approved by the Secretary of the Interior February 10, 1904, in accord- 
ance with the cited law. A feasibility report covering the Heart Mountain 
power development, not originally authorized as a part of the project, was pre- 
sented by the Secretary of the Interior under date of August 31, 1945, in House 
Document No. 261, 79th Congress, Ist session. 


Location 


The project is located in Park and Bighorn Counties in northwestern Wyoming 
and extends a short distance into Carbon County, Mont. 


Description 


The project comprises 1 power division and 4 irrigation divisions; Garland, 
Frannie, Willwood, and Heart Mountain, with a total irrigable area of 111,549 


cres. 

The Garland, Frannie, and Willwood divisions have been completed, construc- 
tion repayments entered into, and the operation and maintenance of these divi- 
sions was transferred to the irrigation districts during 1927, 1930, and 1949 
respectively. Only the Heart Mountain division, the Buffalo Bill Dam and 
Reservoir, the Shoshone and Heart Mountain powerplants and their transmission 
systems are now operated by the Government. 


Status 


All construction on this project is complete except for some drainage and minor 
completion work which after fiscal year 1955 will be confined entirely to the Heart 
Mountain division. 

An irrigation district has been formed on the Heart Mountain division prelim- 
inary to the execution of a repayment contract and turning over to the water 
users the operation and maintenance of this division within the next 3 years. 
Substantial revenues from annual water rental charges are being collected on the 
Heart Mountain division. 

Beginning July 1, 1952, the transmission division of Missouri River Basin 
project took over the operation and maintenance of the transmission facilities 
of the Colorado-Nebraska-Wyoming interconnected system, including those of 
Shoshone project, and does the marketing of the power, all as the agent of the 
various projects involved. Each project will continue to operate its own power- 

lants, and will be paid for its production and transmission system investments 

v allocations of power sales revenues received by transmission division. Esti- 
mates of power revenues for Shoshone project for future years are, therefore, not 
comparable to revenues in the past since the assignment of revenues from inte- 
grated operation of the contributing production units will be made at the end 
of the operating year. 


History of project development 


Initial date: 
Planning, 1903. 
Advanced planning, 1904. 
Construction, 1904. 


Schedule of development 


Initial operation 


Ultimate 
Number 


Trrigation (acres), full 

Power (kilowatts) 

Power rates (mills per kilowatt-hour): 
Firm at 50 percent load factor 
Nonfirm 


| | | 
Fiscal | Fiscal 
aracucumioanll Ge 75, 100 99, 350 99, 350 100, 350 115, 000 
sed 10, 600 10, 600 10, 600 10, 600 
4.3 4.3 4.3 3.3 
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ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 
‘Total, fiscal vear 1953 $154, 314 
Fiscal year 1954: 
Allotment 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 167, 295 
Fiscal year 1955: 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


Increase (+) 
Program or de- 
1955 | erease (—) 
from 1954 


MULTIPURPOSE FACHIIITIES 


Storage system: Por continuation of operation of the 58-inch balanced valves 
of Buffalo Bill Dam, weed control and administration of land in the reser- 
voir area and for operation of gaging stations +31, 050 

Replacements and improvements: Repair of balanced valves and valve cham- 


Total obligations, multipurpose facilities.....................-..-.-.--- 
IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Carriage system: For the continuation of normal operation and maintenance 
of the eylinder gate Shoshone Canyon conduit, and the Heart Mountain 
Canal. Increase occasioned by increase in e quipment charges 2 4 +3, 500 

Dictribution system: For the continuation of normal operation and mainte- 
nance of the Heart Mountain lateral system _..___ \ +4, 400 

Drainage system: For normal, adequate drainage maintenance. Increase 
occasioned by additional 20 miles of new drains , +3, 800 

Replacements and improvements: For purchase of flat-bed truck......____. 3, 000 +3, 000 


Total, obligations, irrigation facilities 74, ¢ +14, 700 


POWER FACILITIES 


Electric generation: For normal operation and maintenance of Shoshone and 
Heart Mountain powerplants +11, 402 
Replacements and improvements: For the retirement of facilities owned by 
Shoshone project; for the acquisition of items of general property 5 —8, 447 


Funds advanced by water users. 3, 000 

Funds advanced by water users_______.__._-____.-__- 3, 000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1955_.._.._..................--. 187,000 

| 

| 
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Program 
current 
year 1954 year 1955 


(1) (2) (3) 


Total prior 
Program item year 1953 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 
Operation and maintenance storage system. - - 28 $5, 023 $10, 450 
Replacements and improvements 3, 000 
Total obligations, multipurpose facilities 5, 023. 13, 450, 
IRRIGATION FACILITIES 
Operation and maintenance: 
Carriage system 
Distribution system 


Drainage system 
Replacements and improvements 


Total obligations, irrigation 


POWER FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance, electric generation..._........_.- 65, 252 
Replacements and improvements 16, 679 


Total obligations, power 81, 931 | 


Total obligations, all facilities 154, 314 | 167, 205 ay 


Allocations: 
Irrigation 69, 124 65, 700 

1, 738 5, 200 | 


Total obligations 154, 314 | 167, 295 | 


Method of financing: 
Allotment... 
Unobligated balance 
Allotment required 
Funds advanced by water users. 


Project statistics 


Estimated 

Actual, 

Feature or item fiscal year 
1953 


iseal year | Fiscal year 
1954 1955 


Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for service: 
Irrigation service land, 
service land, supplemen- 


Net area in cultivation (entire area) ___- 77, 972 

Gross crop value 4, 676, 409 

Average gross crop value per cultivated d 60 
acre. 

Storage dams and reservoirs 

Diversion dams. 


Telephone lines 

Operating roads. 
Power system: 

Annual sales 


Plant capacity 
Patrol roads 


1 Figures on calendar-year basis. 
2 Power revenues and sales are shown under Missouri River Basin integrated power operation statistics. 
$ Operated and maintained by Missouri River Basin project, Western Division (agent). 


|| 
Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1958, 1954, and 1955 
| (4) 
| $11, 500 
4, 000 
—_15, 500 
| 23, 900 
34, 700 
RE 67, 360 | 59, 600 74, 300 
10, 447 2, 000 
07, 200 
78, 500 
100, 300 
8, 200 
187, 000 
pretebwensunendaadeanscnad| 1, 573 | 3, 000 3, 000 
| | 
77, 500° 77, 300 
| 4, 650, 000 4, 638, 000 
| 60 60 
3 3 
2 2 
329 329 329 
225 225 225 
' 
(2) (2) (?) 
Total power revenues. ..............--.| (2) | (?) (?) 
| 10, 600 10, 600 10, 600 
penta Miles. ........-------.| Q) @) @) 
Substations, capacity... (2) (3) 
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MILK RIVER PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. Next is the Milk River project on page 563. For 
“Operation and maintenance”’ only, $1,000. 

We will insert pages 563 through 568 in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 
Authorization 


Initially authorized by Secretary of Interior on March 14, 1903. 
Location 


Along Lower Milk River in north-central Montana in Blaine, Glacier, Phillips, 
and Valley Counties. 
Description 

The project consists of the Chinook, Malta, and wen wed divisions, and the 
Dodson pumping unit. Water for irrigation is obtained from the St. Mary and 
Milk Rivers, the St. Mary water being diverted to the Milk River watershed by 
the St. Mary Canal located a few miles east of Glacier Park. Storage of St. 
Mary water is provided by Sherburne Lake Reservoir. Fresno Dam and Reser- 
voir provides for a regulation of the St. Mary water, as well as the storage of Milk 
River flood flow. Nelson Reservoir provides a water supply for the lower portion 
of the Malta division and the Glasgow division. Water was first delivered for 
irrigation in 1911. 


Status 

All of the project facilities are functionally complete and in operation. Activi- 
ties now under way being financed with construction funds are installation of 
final operating facilities and rehabilitation and betterment work. 
History of project development 

Initial date: Planning, 1902; advanced planning, 1905; construction, 1906. 


Schedule of development 


Irrigation (acres) irrigable acreage for service: 
Through fiscal vear 1952 124, 475 
Fiseal year 1954 124, 475 
Ultimate 124, 475 
Initial operation, 1911, 7,800 acres. 


ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
Summarized financial data 
Total, fiscal year 1953 


Fiscal year 1954: 
Allotment 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955 
Work proposed, 1955 


The Government operates and maintains the storage and carriage systems with 
advanced funds. The water users operate and maintain the distribution systems. 


$87, 410 
Funds advanced by water users___-._------.------------------ 69,000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1954__ -......-.---------------- 70,000 

Fiscal year 1955: 

Funds advanced by water users__.....-----------------------. 41,000 


Increase (+) 
or de- 
crease (—), 
from 1954 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 


om, system: For continuation of normal operation and maintenance of the 
ary storage unit and the Fresno storage unit 


Total obligations, multipurpose facilities 
IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Carriage system: For continuation of normal operation and maintenance of the 
carriage system of the St. Mary storage unit 


Distribution system: For coordination of administration of operation and main- 


tenance of the distribution systems for the Malta division, Glasgow division, 
and Dodson pumping unit 


Replacements and improvements: Includes replacement of pickup truck K and 


miscellaneous other equipment - 


Total obligations, irrigation 
Total obligations, all facilities 


Schedule of operation and maintenance program fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955 


Total prior 
Program item year 1953 


(1) (2) 


Program 
current 
year 1954 


(3) 


Program 
budget 
year 1955 


(4) 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 
Operation and maintenance: Storage system 


Total obligations, multipurpose facilities 


TRRICATION FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 
Carriage system 23. 721 
Distribution system. 50. 241 

Replacements and improvements. - 3, 697 


Total obligations, irrigation 77, 659 


Total obligations, all facilities 87, 410 


87, 410 


Total obligations 87, 410 


of 


87, 410 


Program, 
1955 
14, 600 —$741 
| 13,200} —25, 259 
2,000 —2,000 
42,000 | —28, 000 
= = 
9, 751 12, 200 12, 200 
15, 341 14, 600 
38, 459 13, 200 
4, 000 2,000 
57, 800 29, 800 
70,000 42, 000 
70, 000 42,000 
Funds advanced by water users............--...---------- ian 69, 000 41, 000 
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Project statistics 


Actual, 

Feature or item i fiscal year 

1953 | Fiscal pear | Fiscal 
1954 


Irrigation system: ! | | 


| 
| Estimated 


Irrigable acreage for service: 
Irrigation service land, full_ ath 124, 475 124, 475 
Irrigation service land, supple- 

mental. 


124, 475 


124, 475 124,475 | 124, 475 475 


Net area in cultivation (entire area)__..|._.-. des 70, 665 71,900 | 71, 900 
Gross crop value. . 3, 972, 811 3,600,000 | 3, 600, 000 
Average gross crop ‘value per culti- eS eae al 56 50 50. 

vated acre. 

Storage dams and reservoirs 
Diversion dams. 

Pumping plants. 
Laterals_....... 

Operating roads 


1 Includes Bureau-operated system and systems operated by irrigation districts. 
EMERGENCY FLOOD REPAIRS 


Mr. Jensen. I have a memorandum which was handed to me by a 
Congressman. I will read it: 
(The memorandum referred to is as follows:) 


Memo, Fioop Repatrs, Fort SHaw anp Giascow Districts, MonTANA 


Spring floods of 1953 Bureau of Reclamation advanced $50,000 to each of these 
projects for emergency flood repairs. The work has been done. 

Private irrigation districts adjoining received free funds from the President’s 
account under Public Law 875. The Bureau project districts were declared 
ineligible. Under the law, they must reimburse Fort Shaw within 1 year. They 
are financially unable to do this. 

When a similar situation arose earlier, Senator Young sponsored an amendment 
to the Interior Department bill which became title IIT, ‘‘ Emergency 
flood and storm repairs,’ of the Interior Department bill for fiscal 1953. 

The Interior Department advises that the only way that we can make the funds 
spent last year available to the districts without reimbursement is to add a 
similar paragraph this year to the 1955 fiscal year bill. It would read: 

“Office of the Secretary, ‘Emergency flood and storm repairs.’ To enable 
the Secretary of the Interior to reimburse applicable appropriations for the cost 
of personnel, supplies, and facilities, diverted tor the repair, reconstruction, 
rehabilitation, or replacement of structures, buildings, or other facilities, including 
equipment, damaged or destroyed by flood or storm, $100,000, to remain available 
until June 30, 1955.” 

The money already has been spent. The districts are not able to reimburse 
the Government. 


Mr. Jensen. Who cares to comment on that memorandum? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I have a statement I would like to put in the 
record on that. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you brief the statement? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. It is very much the same as the memorandum. 
These unprecedented floods damaged the works. In order to provide 
irrigation water during the irrigation season we expended emergency 
funds for emergency repair. That area was declared to be a disaster 
area by the President. On that basis, privately financed works 
received money which they were not required to repay. We would 
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like to have this money also declared nonreimbursable because it is 
beyond the ability of the water users to repay. 

Mr. Jensen. You have made an investigation into the ability of 
the water users to pay and you find that they are not able to pay? 

Mr. Dexueimer. They are paying under existing contracts their 
full ability to repay, and in the Glasgow and Malta divisions of the 
Milk River project, the overall pay-out period is estimated to be 134 
years and 124 years, respectfully, from the date of the initial payment. 

The Greenfields and Fort Shaw divisions of the Sun River project 
are paying annual construction charges based on 5 percent of the 
gross crop value plan, as authorized by the act of December 5, 1925, 
and the overall pay-out period for these divisions is estimated at 
119 years and 81 years, respectively. 

Mr. Bupee. Mr. Dexheimer, in effect what this does is to place the 
project lands in exactly the same category as the lands adjoining it; 
isn’t that right? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is right, as far as the emergency flood 
damage is concerned. 

Mr. Buper. The other areas were financed out of another appro- 
priation? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Out of the President’s emergency funds. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Commissioner, who decides whether or not the 
people are able to pay in an instance of this nature? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The Secretary of the Interior has that responsi- 
bility. 

Mr. Jensen. And who decides whether they are eligible for flood 
relief? 

Mr. Dexuermer. In that case it would be the Congress that would 
have to make the decision. 

Mr. JENsEN. They would have to have a recommendation from 
someone. 

Mr. Dexuermer. The President makes the recommendation as to 
the emergency and the damage areas. The Secretary, because he finds 
under our reclamation laws these irrigators are not in a position to 
repay, recommends to the Congress that they make these funds non- 
reimbursable. 

Mr. Jensen. Does the President make such a recommendation in 
this instance? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I think he would. 

Mr. Jensen. You don’t know whether he has or not. 

Mr. Dominy. May I speak on that? The President deciared this 
whole area as an emergency flood area, and the non-Federal projects 
were granted funds from the President’s emergency funds which were 
nonreimbursable. These were reclamation projects in the same emer- 
gency area delineated by the President. They weren’t eligible be- 
cause they were federally constructed works. So we went in with 
emergency funds, which you have appropriated to us for emergencies, 
and they are reimbursable. 

We spent reimbursable funcs to do exactly the same thing on Sun 
River and Milk River that the President’s nonreimbursable emergency 
funds were used for elsewhere. 

We participated in the committee appointed by the President in an 
effort to have Federal works treated the same as non-Federal, but that 
was not approved. 
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Mr. JensEN. Let me read section 303 of Public Law 172, which is 
the law which governs appropriations the Congress made for this fiscal 
year 1954: 

Appropriations made in this act shall be available for expenditures or transfer 
within each bureau or office, with the approval of the Secretary, for the emergency 
construction, replacement or repair of buildings, utilities or other facilities or 
equipment damaged or destroyed by fire, floods, storm, or other unavoidable 
causes, provided that no funds shall be made available under this authority until 
funds specifically made available to the Department of Interior for emergencies 
shall have been exhausted. 

Where does the requirement of reimbursability come in? That is 
what we are trying to discover. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Being a Federal reclamation project, the costs 
are considered reimbursable under our various laws. 

Mr. Jensen. That law does not say so. 

Mr. Dexuertmer. Unless they are specifically made nonreimburs- 
able under our laws they are considered reimbursable. 

Mr. Fenton. What was the amount of the non-Federal damage? 

Mr. Dominy. $100,000 on the two projects, $50,000 on each one. 

Mr. Jensen. For the protection of the committee, I think we had 
better have the Solicitor render an opinion on this matter. After 
all, it is one thing to appropriate the money, but it is another thing 
for this committee to make recommendations for appropriations which 
are questionable as to whether it complies with the law or not. We 
would like to know that we are within the law when we recommend the 
appropriations. You can understand that, Mr. Commissioner. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes sir. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Fenton. Do you know how much was paid from the disaster 
fund to the non-Federal project? 

Mr. Dominy. No sir. I do not know. 

Mr. Fenton. Will you try to supply that figure for us? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. You mean in this immediate area of 
Montana where these projects were located, sir? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes, sir. 

(The material referred to follows:) 
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PRESIDENT’s EMERGENCY FunD ALLOTMENT TO STATE OF MONTANA, PursvANT 
TO PRESIDENT’s DECLARATION OF FLOop Disaster Datep 6, 1953 
TOTAL ALLOTMENT TO STATE OF MONTANA, $315,000 
Suballotments cleared up to February 1954 


Location af Description of repairs 


Fort Belknap Irrigation District_.._____- $12, 600 — to ditches, bridges, checks, and clean out of 
canals. 

Alfalfa Valley Irrigation District 2,250 | Repairs to flumes, ditches, spillway and headgates 

Harlem Irrigation District 6,000 | Repairs to pipe and concrete work and dirt fill on 

main canal, 

Paradise Valley Irrigation District Replace spillway and for costs of machinery and 
labor which were beyond local financial ability. 

Repairs to temporary channel, subgrade of streets, 
water mains, and public property. 

Street cleanup, sewer cleaning repairs and for the 
dike waterplant intake. 

Access roads, resetting of bridge, and temporary 
repairs to city water main, dikes, and channels. 
Dewatering sewers, temporary repairs to streets 

and storm drains. 
Cascade County qt Emergency repairs to roads and bridge. 
Choteau County Temporary repairs to roads and bridges. 
Liberty County a, repairs to 2 bridges and to road and 
culvert. 


! Probably will be increased on basis of further inspection. 
‘All allotments are subject to minor adjustments, with final review of each case. 


Note.—Information secured from Statistical Unit, Natural Disaster Section, Federal Civil Defense 


Mr. Dexuermer. I have another general statement regarding 

Sun River and Milk River. Would you like this in the record? 
Mr. JENSEN. Indeed, we would like to have that in the record. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


EmerGcency Fioop ReparkR EXPENDITURES, RIvER AND Sun RIvER 
Prosects, MONTANA 


GENERAL CONDITIONS 


The Milk and Sun River projects lie along like-named tributaries of the Missouri 
River in Montana. The Milk River project area, consisting of the Malta and 
Glasgow Irrigation Districts, contains about 42,500 acres of irrigated land while 
the Sun River project, located about 30 miles west of Great Falls contains in its 
Fort Shaw and Greenfield Divisions, about 68,400 acres or irrigated land. About 
hy percent of the land irrigated on Bureau projects in Montana is found in these 

rojects. 

> to unprecedented rains occurring in Montana during the month of May 
1953, in many locations equaling the entire year’s expectancy in amount, of which 
most was concentrated in the last 10 days of the month, and continuing rainfall 
in the first part of June, both the Milk and Sun Rivers flooded with consequent 
destruction of portions of the irrigation works. 


MILK RIVER PROJECT 


The 1953 flood on Milk River follows the unprecedented flood of 1952 which 
damaged project works. The 1953 flood differs from the 1952 flood in that the 
later flood, being caused by rains, was not excessive insofar as the main stream is 
concerned, but was excessive with respect to the flow of tributaries, particularly 
in the Dry Run area, entering Milk River within the project boundaries. The 
1952 flood was about twice the size of any flood measured previously on Milk 
River in the project area and was caused by melting snow. 

The damage caused by the 1952 flood was repaired, by the use of disaster relief 
funds, to the extent of replacement only. There was little damage from the 1953 
flood that is a repetition of that resulting from the 1952 flood. Damage from the 
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1953 flood was associated with high flow from tributaries although there was a 
small amount of river bank repairs where canals are adjacent to the river channel. 
Work was required for the protection of property and for emergency replacements 
and repairs to canals, drains, structures and other facilities; for cleaning debris and 
conan from canals and drains and for the drainage of floodwaters from project 
ands. 

That work has been completed without serious interruption of irrigation 
deliveries. It was financed by an allotment of $50,000 made on June 12, 1953 
from the emergency fund. he expenditure is repayable under the existing 
contracts between the irrigation districts and the Government. It is scheduled 
for repayment along with the preexisting obligation. 


SUN RIVER PROJECT 


There was no damaging flood on Sun River in 1952. The 1953 flood was much 
above normal on the mainstream and excessively so on the tributaries. This 
resulted in damage to structures along the river as well as those adjacent to 
tributaries. Emergency work was primarily for protection of the main head- 
works through which irrigation water is diverted from the river. 

Approximately $40,000 has been expended for that and an additional $10,000 
will be used for minor structure repair. Those funds were allotted from the 
emergency fund on June 13, 1958. Under the existing contract with the Govern- 

. ment, the $50,000 is due and payable June 30, 1954. However, an effort is being 
made to find a means for affording the district a longer period in which to repay 
the $50,000 in order to avoid excessive hardship to the water users. 

The irrigation districts are currently paying under existing contracts amounts 
representing their full ability to pay. In the case of the Glasgow and Malta 
divisions of the Milk River project, the overall payout period is estimated to be 
134 years and 124 years respectively, from the date of the initial payment. The 
Greenfields and Fort Shaw divisions of the Sun River project are paying annual 
construction charges based on 5 percent of the gross crop value plan, as authorized 
by the act of December 5, 1925, and the overall payout period for these divisions 
is estimated at 119 vears and 81 years respectively. 

Under comparable conditions following the 1952 flood by initiative of the Cong- 
ress, $1,350,000 was made available under title III of the Interior Department 
Appropriation Act, 1953, Public Law 470, 82d Congress, 2d session for emergency 
flood and storm repairs. By that action, the 1952 flood repair damages became 
nonreimbursable. 


Reaion No. 7 


Mr. JENsEN. Now we go to region 7. Mr. R. J. Walter is the re- 
tional director, with headquarters at Denver, Colo. 

Mr. Walters, when did you become regional director of region 7? 

Mr. Water. In January of this year, January 19. 

Mr. Jensen. You have only been on the job about 3 weeks. Will 
you tell us what vou did previously? Give us a little history of your 
ife and experience before you became Director. 


BACKGROUND OF THE DIRECTOR 


Mr. Watter. | was born in Denver, Colo., on January 9, 1900. I 
attended grade school and high school in Denver, Colo. 1 had various 
jobs during vacations between sessions of school as a chemist’s helper 
in the city of Denver. 

I worked for the Union Pacific Railroad as a rodman for several 
months. I went to the University of Colorado in 1920. I attended 
the engineering school for 2% years. In 1923 I worked for the city 
of Denver as a computer and estimator on the valuation of the Denver 
Tramway Co. for rate-fixing purposes. 

I worked for the Wyoming State Highway Department for 6 months 
in 1924. I then went to the New Mexico School of Mines and gradu- 
ated from that school in May of 1926 with a bachelor of science degree. 
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In 1940 I received a master’s degree, engineer of mines, from the 
New Mexico School of Mines. After graduation I went to work for 
the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District in New Mexico. I 
spent 9 years there. I held jobs starting as recorder of surveys, chief 
of party on field surveys, then as an office engineer, assistant division 
engineer and finally as superintendent of construction. As you 
heard described today, that project is an irrigation, flood control, 
and drainage project of about 125,000 acres. 

After completion of that work I went to the International Boundary 
Commission—United States and Mexico to work on the stabilization 
of the channel of the Rio Grande between Elephant Butte and El 
Paso, Texas. 

I was then transferred to the Bureau of Reclamation in March of 
1936 as field engineer on construction of Caballo Dam, N. Mex. 
In 1939 I was assigned to the Elephant Butte project as a concrete 
and earthwork engineer on the building of the Elephant Butte 
hydroelectric plant, with the exception of the electrical installations 
and then on the rehabilitation of Elephant Butte, the spillway and 
outlet works and the drainage. 

From there I was transferred to the Tucumcari project in New 
Mexico in 1944. 

In the latter part of 1945 I was transferred: to the Balmorhea project 
as construction engineer. I spent a year there. Then in 1947 I was 
assigned to the Elephant Butte project on the construction of trans- 
mission lines. I also had some small contracts on the spillway and 
the camp road system. 

I was then transferred to region 7, Bureau of Reclamation, in 1947, 
working on the Cedar Bluff Dam as a construction engineer. | 
remained there until 1951, when I was assigned to Grand Island, 
Nebr., in the lower Platte River area as chief of the engineering 
division. 

In 1952 I was assigned to the Webster Dam as construction engi- 
neer. On January 19, 1954, I was appointed as regional director of 
region 7, with headquarters in Denver, Colo. 

ion 7 comprises the States of Kansas and Nebraska and parts 
of Colorado and Wyoming. Defined in terms of river basins the area 
includes: The Niobrava River Basin boundary of the region, the 
Platte River including both North and South Platte tributaries, the 
Kansas River Basin, principal tributaries of which are the Republican, 
Solomon, and Smoky Hill, and the upper Arkansas River Basin com- 
prising the southern area of region 7. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Walter. It appears very plainly 
that you have also had a lot of experience in the line of work that you 
are now doing. 

MISSOURI DIVERSION DAM 


Mr, Bunge. I was interested in the Missouri diversion unit last 
year and I want to know what the status of that is. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Mr. Chairman, the Missouri diversion dam had 
$2 million appropriated for construction during the fiscal year 1954. 

We were admonished by the committee to have a study by an 
independent engineering board as to the relative engineering feasibility 
between the pumping project and a diversion dam across the river. 
That study wasmade. The engineering board reported that we would 
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be justified in spending considerably more money for the diversion 
dam because of the uncertain nature of the river channel and the very 
large maintenance cost that might be involved in maintaining a 
channel to supply water to the pumping plant. 

We went ahead with designs and specifications on that basis. We 
checked the irrigation possibilities in the area because there was some 
disagreement and opposition to irrigation in parts of the ‘area that 
were contemplated to be irrigated. 

We reanalyzed the economic feasibility of the project, and satisfied 
the Secretary of Interior that the project was well justified on the basis 
of the irrigation even though we left out those areas in which the 
landowners were opposing Pree tion. The economic analysis, how- 
ever, is predicated on the development of power at that site. 

We were prohibited by the language in the appropriation bill from 
spending any money for power-generating facilities. We planned on 
putting in just the minimum of power facilities in the diversion dam 
which would include the penstocks and the underwater foundation 
for an eventual plant if it is authorized and appropriated for. We 
have no money in the budget for continuing construction on the 
Missouri diversion dam. 

We accepted bids for the construction contract on the diversion 
dam. We opened them on February 2. We have not yet received 
in my office the analysis of those bids and have made no recommenda- 
tions yet as to award of the contract. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Dexheimer, the specifications and design for the 
diversion dam include a number of items that could only be used for 
poms production, do they not, such as the foundation and subpower 

or the powerhouse and intake structures? 

Mr. Dexueimmer. Yes, sir, penstocks and things of that kind. 

Mr. Buper. How much does that add to the project? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I do not have the breakdown of that here. I 
would like to include the breakdown of those facilities for the record. 

Mr. Alt right, sir 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Diversion Dam Missovurt Diversion Unit, Missouri 
IvER Bastn ProsEct 


This is in answer to the question raised concerning the cost now included in the 
initial construction of the Missouri diversion dam. Based on quantities included 
in specifications DC-40S5 and unit prices of the engineer’s estimate, the power 

rovisions included in the proposed contract are estimated to cost about $1,500,000. 

owever, if the powerhouse foundation was eliminated, a section of the dam would 
still have to be extended to substitute for the foundation structure, at anestimated 
cost of about $129,000. Therefore, the cost attributable to the inclusion of the 
werhouse foundation, in lieu of another section of the dam or spillway, is about 


$1'371,000. 

Mr. The original plan for this project, Mr. Dexheimer, 
embraced some 1,200,000 acres. How many acres are in it now? 
_ Mr. Dexuermer. About 100,000 acres. 


REVISED PROJECT PLAN 


Mr. Bunce. Don’t you have a later revised plan that cuts that 


down to 7,200 acres? 
“Mr. Dexuermer. There are 7,200 acres on the south side of the 
river organized into irrigation districts and which have indicated their 
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willingness to enter repayment contracts for the irrigation of that 
acreage. 

In our analysis we included only that part at the present time for 
irrigation. e feel quite certain that there will be before this com- 
mittee, when they have an opportunity to be heard, people in support 
of irrigation on the north side of the river as well. It is only the area 
that is farthest from the diversion dam, up on the bench, thg my 
information indicates, is not interested in irrigation at the present 
time because of their good production of wheat under the dry land 


Mr. Bupes. In other words, at the present time all you are looking 
forward to, so far as repayment from irrigation is concerned, is the 
7,200 acres? 

Mr. DexHeIMeER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bupee. That is quite a change from the 1,200,000, isn’t it? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. When you had the plan which was before the com- 
mittee last year for 100,000 acres, you estimated the total annual 
revenue from power at $478,800. Has that been changed in your 
last revision? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I believe it has. As I said, I don’t have those 
figures here. I would be glad to submit that. 

(The material referred to follows:) 

The annual power revenue for the Missouri diversion unit will amount 
to approximately $582,000. 

Mr. Buper. As a matter of fact, under your last revision you 
have changed all of the allocations have you not, as between power 
and irrigation? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes; they have been revised. 

Mr. Bupee. Is this committee, then, considering the 100,000-acre 
plan, which we had last year, or are we supposed to be furnished with 
some new plan now? Apparently another project plan of only 7,200 
acres is now the one contemplated by the Bureau, and shouldn’t the 
Bureau bring us up to date on the new plan before asking for funds? 

Mr. Dexnermer. We will be glad to dé that. I would like to call 
your attention to the fact that there is no money proposed in the 
fiscal 1955 budget for the Missouri diversion dam at the present time. 

Mr. Buper. Yes, but you have some unexpended funds. That is 
what we are looking at. You have those scheduled for expenditure. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. We are interested in knowing on what you are plan- 

ing to expend them. 
ow much do you have allocated for expenditure on this project 
for fiscal 1954 vad 1955? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Approximately $1,400,000. 

Mr. Bupaz. Mr. Chairman, I feel that the committee should not 
even consider this project. of course, there is no budgetary request. 
I —— that. But it seems to me the committee should request 
the Secretary to hold up the expenditure of any funds which have 
already been appropriated until we know what this plan is going to be. 

It started out with 1,200,000 acres. Last year it was down to 
100,000 acres. Now it is down to 7,200 acres. 

My information is that the Bureau has spent over $2 million so far 
in investigations. 


gion 
rery 
ga 
We 
ome 
that 
fied 
asis 
the 
ow- 
rom 
| on 
lam 
tion 
We 
the 
ved 
da- 
the 
for 
wer 
wig 
ord. 
OURI 
1 the 
uded 
ower ; 
,000. 
‘ould 
ated 
f the 
bout 
ner, 
that 
the 
heir 


1056 


I think we should hold up this $1,400,000 that is left until we know 
what they plan to do with it. 

Mr. JeNsEN. I think we should at least hold it up until this com- 
mittee and the Senate and the conferees have a chance to act. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I will be glad to furnish the details of that analysis 
to the committee as soon as possible. I didn’t know it was coming 
up at this time. 


REPORT OF COMMITTEE INVESTIGATOR 


Mr. Jensen. I think it should be said that our investigator, the 
investigator for the Appropriations Committee, Mr. George Green, 
made a visit to the proposed project and made considerable study of 
the whole matter and has submitted a report to the committee. 

After making quite a study of the report, in light of what has al- 
ready been testified to last year, especially, and information that has 
come to the committee members, it would indicate that there is still 
a lot of controversial things involved in this whole case. For that 
reason, it would appear only proper that we should have more time 
to consider the question, and I think, Mr. Commissioner, that vou 
should have a little more time. 

Mr. Dexueimer. I would like to point out that we gave him our 
analysis and complete breakdown for his purposes, so that the com- 
mittee had it. 1 didn’t have it because I knew that you had the 
information through him. 

Mr. JENSEN. Have you seen this report? 

Mr. Dexnermer. No, sir; I have not. 

Mr. Jensen. I shall hand you the report right now. I hope you 
will find time to read it and analyze it. It throws light on the whole 
situation that surrounds that project. It gives some figures there that 
do not square with figures that we have received up to date from the 
Department. I am not saying that your figures or those figures in 
that report are right-or wrong. I am simply saying that I think the 
whole matter deserves further study before a contract is let. 

I realize fully that the committee and the Congress in their confer- 
ence report directed an investigation be made by the Secretary of the 
Interior. Possibly in a sense we said that whatever the investigation 
proved, and whatever position the Secretary took, would be the final 
answer to the matter. Nevertheless, I do feel that it should have 
further study by you as Commissioner and anyone whom you see fit 
to submit the report to in the Interior Department, from the Secretary 
on down the line, before you take final action on letting the contract, 

Mr, DexHermer. Yes, sir 

Mr. Jensen. Is there anything else, Mr. Budge? 


NEED OF INDIVIDUAL PROJECT LEGISLATION 


Mr. Bunge. No, except this, Mr. Chairman. This project so well 
points up the changes that are made apparently to make new findings 
of feasibility by changing the acreages involved, by changing the 
allocations to irrigation, and by changing the allocations to power. 
It seems to me these projects should receive congressional authoriza- 
tion as individual projects rather than the approach which has been 
followed in the past. 

This project so clearly points out that fact when there is a reduction 
from 1,200,000 acres down to 100,000 acres and then down to 7,200 
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acres. Surely, you can’t construe the original authorization, by name, 
of a project of 1,200,000 acres as being what is now contemplated by 
the Bureau. 

I think some way should be arranged so that there could be indi- 
vidual authorizations for these projects, particularly where they change 
as radically as this one has. 

Mr. JenseEN. I think that the thing that disturbs a lot of us, even 
the Bureau, in addition to the thing that you have mentioned, Mr. 
Budge, is the fact that the pros and cons between the proposed 
urigators and opponents on this project are pretty evenly divided. 
That is a rather unusual situation. 

Generally speaking, the great majority are either for or against the 
proposed project which they have an interest in, but here you have 
about an even division for and against. That complicates the matter, 
too. I think you will admit that, Mr. Commissioner. 

Mr. DexHerMer. Yes, sir, it does. It has given us some concern. 
I have requested the interested people to make an up-to-date check 
on the status of interest, and if they have an opportunity, [ am sure 
they will be glad to report to you the results of their findings. 

T would like to point out that the million acres that you speak 
about are under the Garrison Reservoir in North Dakota, and it is 
still a possibility. There has not been over 100,000 acres under this 
es fear ge part of the project at any time, and there is still the possi- 

ility of irrigating that same 100,000 acres from this project; also, 
that the interest seems to be considerably higher for irrigation between 
the diversion dam and Wolf Point. 

There are some 20,000 or 30,000 acres that could be irrigated there 
without going on down to the benchlands where the majority of that 
100,000 acres is. 

Mr. Bupge. Mr. Dexheimer, in answer to that I will state that at 
the hearings last year this committee was informed that the authoriza- 
tion for this project stemmed from the so-called Pick-Sloan plan. 
At the time it ineluded 1,200,000 acres. That is my recollection of 
the testimony that was given here last year. I think that is the 
history, whether that is in the testimony or not. 

Mr. Dexnermer. | think there must have been some misunder- 
standing if that was the case, because I don’t think there was over 
100,000 acres in Montana under irrigation from this particular project. 

The other lands that make up the balance of the 1 million acres 
could be served from this same diversion dam by going up into 
North Dakota. 

Mr. Bupae. I understand that. I think the original conception 
of the project as it was originally named embraced 1,200,000 acres. 

Mr. JensEeN. I am sure you will find that to be right, Mr. Com- 
missioner, 

Mr. Dexuermer. I just wanted to straighten out where it was. 

Mr. Jensen. I am sure it was originally planned; however, I don’t 
know if the plans had reached any stage of consequence. But that 
was the original plan, that the water should be taken from this diver- 
sion dam for over a million acres, most of which was in the Missouri 
Basin area. 

Mr. Dexuemmenr. | think that is correct. I think our thinking now 
is that it could better come from the Garrison Reservoir rather than 
this particular diversion dam. 
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Mr. Jensen. Yes. On the second look, the Bureau decided it 
would be much cheaper and more feasible to take the water from the 
Garrison Dam to irrigate the North Dakota area. 

Mr. Bupesr. The ponSeshion last year under this project said 
1,108,000 acres, just for the record. 

Mr. Jensen. It was not until, I believe, some time last spring, 
however, that the revised recommendations were made. 


COLORADO-BIG THOMPSON PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. We will go now to the Colorado-Big Thompson. It 
is on page 226. The construction estimate is $750,000; operation 
and maintenance is $755,800. The total is $1,505,800. 

We will insert pages 226 through 232, and 235 through 238 in the 
record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 
Authorization 
By a finding of feasibility by the Secretary of the Interior, dated December 20, 
1937, approved by the President on December 21, 1937. 


Location 
In north central Colorado, extending eastward from the headwaters of the 
Colorado River in the general vicinity of Grand Lake, Granby, and Kremmling 
across the Continental Divide to the headwaters of the Big Thompson River near 
Estes Park and eastward to farmlands in northeastern Colorado. 
Description 
The project provides a supplemental water supply from the Colorado River on 
the western slope for 615,000 acres of irrigable land in northeastern Colorado. 
The powerplants of the project, which will have an installed capacity of 186,155 
kilowatts, will be connected by a transmission system, and interconnected with 
Barer systems of the North Platte, Kendrick, Riverton, Shoshone, and Missouri 
iver Basin projects, and with private and publicly owned power systems in the 
market area of the project. 


Status 

Construction began in 1938. At the present time work is under way on con- 
struction of Willow Creek feeder canal system, Estes Park-Foothills power 
system, Carter Lake Dams and Reservoir, St. Vrain supply canal, Horsetooth 
feeder canal, Beaver Creek substation, transmission line ties to Pole Hill and Flat- 
iron switchyards, the system dispatching building, and communications facilities. 
The Pole Hill and Flatiron powerplants will be placed in operation during January 
and February of 1954. Work is also under way on substations for transmission 
lines existing and under construction. Work has been started during the fiscal 
year on the Boulder Creek supply canal. As of June 30, 1954, the project will bs 
approximately 96 percent complete. 


Repayment 

Status of repayment contract negotiations: 40-year repayment contracts in 
amount of $25,889,000 have been entered into with Northern Colorado Water 
Conservancy District. Contract also entered into with conservancy district for 
rental of irrigation water prior to project completion (estimated to return addi- 
tional $3,179,000 to apply on construction cost). 


Amount to be repaid and repayment period 


Repayment 


Irrigation. 000 
Powe O18, 000 


indi facility becomes revenue producing. 
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Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation . 
1 $29, 068, 000 
$8, 209, 559 
3, 441 
71, 483, 000 


100, 551, 000 


Repayment costs per acre 
Federal investment per acre 


From irrigators 
From power revenue 


Annual water user charges: 
Construction 


Gross crop income per acre resulting from project irrigation (actual for current 
year 1952), $118. 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1935. 
Advanced planning, 1937. 
Construction, 1938. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1958. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of’ appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1938, $2,900,000 


1 Includes $3,179,000 estimated net revenues from irrigation water rentals prior to completion of project 
construction and commencement of regular repayment period. 


Original estimated cost 
Allocation of cost: 
Irrigation 


Power cost incurred for other projects 
Unallocated decrease ?_ 
1 Includes only powerplant No. 1 and other items of initia] development. 


? Allocations shown are based on a total estimated cost of $165,410,000 which fs $4,311, 463 more than latest 
total estimated cost. 


The total estimated cost has been decreased from $164,131,000 to $161,098,537 
(anticipated total obligations $159,795,271). The decrease is due primarily to 
actual costs of completed features being less than estimated and to the elimination 
of previously deferred work which subsequent events have proven as not required. 


Schedule of development 


Through 
| 


ystem su) ental 288, 410, 000 
(kilowatts) 179, 450 
is 50 percent load factor (mills 
a 
onfirm (average) (mills watt- 
hour) -... = 4.3 


|| 
it Water 
Power: 
d Interest compon 
), 
g 
r 
r 
5 
h Costs 
Allocation of cost: ? 
- 1, 427, 000 
(4, 311, 463) 
y 
1 
l 
F 
| 
510, 000 615, 000 
179, 450 186, 150 
7.1 5.4 
4.3 3.3 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 
Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations. ..............-....------------++- $159, 795, 271 

Total obligations to June 30, 1953______._____---------------- 150, 728, 926 

Allotment, fiscal year 1954_..............-..--..--. $3, 118, 671 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954__......._--_.--------- 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1955_____-___._____---_---------- 750, 000 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

The fiscal year 1955 program provides for the virtual completion of all storage, 
carriage (except South Platte supply canal), and power generation facilities. This 
will involve completion work on the Estes Park-foothills power system, Boulder 
supply canal, and continuation of work on project substation additions. 


Justification 
Except for the Big Thompson powerplant and the South Platte supply canal, 
all major features of the project are complete or substantially complete. All of 
the features active in fiscal year 1955 program represent continuing work. This 
work should be completed as scheduled in order to provide full production of 
wer and delivery of irrigation water by late 1954. ailure to complete remain- 
ing work as scheduled would result in serious losses in power and irrigation 
revenues and increase project costs, as well as depriving the project area the 
supplemental irrigation water and power supply needed for normal growth. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Total to 
Estimated Balance to 
Program item June 30, current 
total 1953 ' | year 1954 | year 1955 | Complete 


(1) (2) (3) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Mountain Dam, powerplant and 


$8, 905, 000 | $8, 837, 793 
Granby Dam and Colorado River im- 
12, 967,000 | 12,870,745 6, 255 $5, 000 $85, 000 
illow Creek feeder canal system. £,168.000 | 4, 591, 493 
Granby pumping plant, canal, and 
Shadow Mountain 11, 216, 000 | 11, 209, 656 
Alva B, Adams Tunnel. 12, 796, 000 | 12,791, 493 cp 


Estes aqueduct, power system, and Olym- 


17, 934,000 | 17, 865, 549 33, 451 10, 000 000 
Estes Park- Foothills power system........ 33, 368,845 | 29,043,055 | 3,904, 790 264, 000 157,000 
Carter Lake Dams and Reservoir. ____._.- 3,671,000 | 3,626, 649 


Big Thompson powerplant, 
and transmission line._-.-- 
supply canal_____.. 
der Creek supply canal. 
Platte supply 
Horsetooth feeder 


Horsetooth Dams and Reservoir... 12, 548,000 | 12, 517, 803 
Poudre supply canal_ 2, 248,000 | 2, 157,835 
Project substations, Taultipie } use... .... 3, 180,000 | 1, 807, 324 760, 676 317, 000 295, 000 
Green Mountain- Dillon line 

ond substation — 227, 000 52, 991 
Green Mountain-Oak Creek 115-kilovolt 

line and substation _.....-..-....--..---- 1, 010, 000 875, 226 5,774 15, 000 114, 000 
Kremmling Tap-Gore Junction-Muddy 

Pass 69-kilovolt lines and substations... 285, 692 
Estes-Granby pumping plant-Green 


kilovolt lines and substa- 
Estes-Flatiron and Estes-Marys Lake 115- 
stes-Pole Hill-Flatiron 115-kilovolt lines 000 285, 790 
latiron-Greeley-Beaver Creek-Sterling | 
115-kilovolt lines and substations -____.... 2,607,000 | 2, 201, 663 110, 337 | 130, 000 165, 000 


| (A) (5) (6) 

| | 

| 1,475,000 14, 835 3.000 23,000 1, 434, 165 

3,701,000 | 2,459,692} 1,241,308)... 

2,375,000 | 498.658 | 931,342 | 795.000 150, 000 

1,777,000 | 142,578 | 158,422 1,476,000 

8, 509, 000 &, 444, 172 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955—Continued 


Estimated | Total to Program, | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, budget complete 
1953 year 1955 


(2) (3) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM—continued 


Beaver Creek 115-kilo- 
volt lines and substatio: $1, 487,000 | $1,312,277 $174, 723 
Flatiron-Fort Collins- ~Cheyenine Tap 115- 
kilovolt line and substations 877.000 637, 449 
Beaver Creek-Limon 115-kilovolt line and 
substations 819, 000 775, 584 
Beaver Creek-Yuma-Wray 115-kilovolt 
lines and substations 1,347,000 | 1,019, 853 
Sterling-Holyoke 69-kilovolt line and sub-_ 
stations 640, 000 615, 826 


1, 377, 000 1, 246, 825 

Communication, control, and dispatching 
service equipment. - 1, 062, 000 883, 861 178, 139 |. 
Permanent improv ements a 1, 853, 000 839, 518 1, 013, 482 


Total cost 161, 098, 537 |145, 246,275 | 10,014, 982 

1, 680, 060 | —1, 133, 075 

res 2 1, 354, 793 | —1, 020, 793 

Project investigations... 
Operation and maintenance during con- 

struction 20, 730 20, 730 

‘Transfers, credits, and other expenditures. .|—1, 423, 996 | —2, 105, 996 


Total expenditures _- ...-.-..----|159, 795, 271 |146, 195, 862 | 7, 890, 064 
Unliquidated obligations Renee! tbe 4, 533, 064 | —3, 833, 064 


‘Total obligations. __-.__...._____. ..|159, 795, 271 |150, 728, 926 4, 057, 000 
Method of financing: 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954_- = 3, 118, 671 
Prior year balance available. - 938, 329 


ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 
$411, 033 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955 

Total obligations, fiscal vear 1955 
Work proposed, 1955 


All project features are operated by the Bureau of Reclamation with appro- 
priated funds. 


| 
$230, 000 
| $1,583,000 | 4, 254, 330 
| —38, 000 — 508, 985 
| 90,000 | 244,000 
| 25, 000 18, 000 
| —30,000 | 740, 000 
| | 
| 4, 259, 345 + 
4, 259, 400 
Tota, fiscal vear 1953, 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 


Storage system: For continued operation and maintenance of dams and 
reservoirs. Increase due to full operation of Carter Lake and Willow 
Creek Reservoirs and increased maintenance work on Green Mountain 
Dam and Reservoir 

— For continuation of normal operations and maintenance 
of Granby pumping Bas and various canals, tunnels, conduits, and 
siphons comprising Colorado-Big Thompson project. crease due to 
initia] full year operation at Willow Creek pumping plant, Willow Creek 

ump canal, Horsetooth feeder canal, Carter Lake pressure tunnel, Bald 
ountain tunnel, Pole Hill tunnel, and Rattlesnake tunnel 

Replacements and improvements: No replacements or improvements to be 

year 1955. All work of this nature to be deferred 


POWER FACILITIES 


Electric generation: For normal operation and maintenance of powerplants. 

pad ———_ due to initial full year of operation at Flatiron and Pole 
powerp 

Other production ~_—— For operation and maintenance of camps, ware- 
houses, offices, and for costs of snow studies and other related activities. 
Increase due to additional camp facilities being transferred to ‘“‘Operation 
and maintenance”’ 

Replacements and improvements: No replacements or improvements to be 
pm rg during year 1955. All work of this nature to be deferred 


Subtotal obligations, power 
Total obligations, all facilities Mets 


+86, 390 


+37, 000 


—22, 000 


+101, 390 


+153, 490 


Schedule of operation and maintenance program fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955 


Program item 


() 


Program, 
current 
year 1954 
(3) 


Program, 
bi t 
year 1958 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 
Operation and maintenance: 
Storage syst 


Carriage syst 
Replacements and improv t 


Total obligations, multipurpose facilities...............- 165, 918 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES 
Operation and maintenance; Carriage system 8,175 


Total obligations, irrigation 8,175 


POWER FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 
Electric generation. 
Other production expense.__ 


Replacements and improv t 


Subtotal, power 


Total obligations, all facilities 


Increase (+) 
Program, or 
1955 
from 1 
i $56, 226 +$14, 914 
198, 374 +42, 186 
Total obligations, multipurpose -.._.............-....-..-..-..-.....-- 254, 600 +52, 100 
| 461, 200 | 
40, 000 
_ 
755, 800 
Total, 
|_| (2) (4) 
125, 100 156, 188 198, 374 
202, 500 254, 600 
3, 000 40, 000 
236, 940 399, 810 501, 200 
OO 411, 033 602, 310 755, 800 
Allocation: 
119, 827 100, 800 126, 800 
IE ER 291, 206 500, 610 628, 000 
Method of financing: 


'Sisis & 


Patrol roads 


Feature or item 


IRRIGATION SYSTEM 


Irrigable acreage for service: Irrigation 
service land, supplemental. 


Total 
Net area in cultivation (entire area 
Gross crop vi 
Average gross crop value per cultivated 
acre, 


Storage 
Diversion dams. 


Operating roads... 
POWER SYSTEM ? 


Power plants 
Plant capacity 


1 Figures on calendar year basis. 
2 Power revenues and sales are shown under Missouri River Basin integrated power-operation statistics 


POWER FACILITIES 


Mr. Jensen. Will you briefly review the need for the transmission 
line and substation items on page 231, for which you are programing 
funds in 1955, in the amount of $264,000 for Estes Park-Foothills 


power system; Big Thompson powerplant, senowert and transmis- 


sion line, $23,000; project substations-multiple line use, $317,000; 
Green Mountain-Oak Creek 115-kilovolt line and substation, $15,000; 
Estes-Granby pumping plant-Green Mountain, 69-kilovolt lines and 
substations, $24,000; and Flatiron-Greeley-Beaver Creek-Sterling, 
115-kilovolt lines and substations, $130,000. 

Which of these items are new items in the 1955 budget and which of 
them are simply a continuation of construction already in progress? 

Mr. Waurter. All of these are continuations. 

Mr. Jensen. Will this amount which you are requesting complete 
the construction for these facilities? 

Mr. Water. Not all of them. 

Mr. Jensen. I see. The balance to complete is set out in the last 
column. 

Mr. Watrter. There is a correction on that. The Big Thompson 
powerplant, switchyard and transmission line is a study of the pro- 
posed plant, 

Mr. Jensen. The estimated cost to complete is $1,434,165. You 
spent $14,835 in fiscal 1953 for investigations, and you are spending 
$3,000 in 1954 for investigations. This $23,000 that you are asking 
for this item, is that for further studies and investigation? 

Mr. Watrter. That is right. 


" Project statistics 
Unit fiscal year 
1953 Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1954 1955 
‘ 
288, 000 410, 000 510, 000 
615, 000 615, 000 615, 000 
36 .| Dollars !____..........|$72, 367,000 /$61, 500, 000 | $61, 500, 000 
$117 $100 $100 
| Number. -...........- 7 10 10 
Oanals, tunnels, and laterals_..............| Miles. 43 59 110 
Kilowatt-hour......... 74, 700 179, 450 179, 450 
26 
74 
00 
00 
D0 
00 
= 
00 
00 
00 
00 
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BIG THOMPSON POWERPLANT 


Mr. Jensen. What is the need for this powerplant, switchyard, 
and transmission line? 

Mr. Water. There is a small head of water at the junction of 
Big Thompson and the Horsetooth feeder canal. 

Mr. Jensen. A small head? 

Mr. Waurer. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. How many kilowatts will it produce? 

Mr. Watrter. 6,700 kilowatts. 

Mr. McPaauw. I might say, Mr. Chairman, this is the last one of 
the plants that were included in the project plan. It takes the rem- 
nants of the water after storage on the eastern side of the mountain 
and puts that water back into the Big Thompson River. It is the 
last remaining possibility and would complete development of all the 
power potentials of the Colorado-Big Thompson project. 

Mr. Jensen. Can you ne putting power facilities in that dam 
from the standpoint of dollars and cents? 

Mr. McPuatt. The original studies indicated that was true. We 
‘would like to continue our studies. That is why we are asking money 
for this year, to determine whether it is a good, feasible development 
or not. 

Mr. Jansen. A dam there without power would serve the same 
purpose of the irrigators, would it not? 

Mr. McPuatn. There is no dam involved in it. It is simply drop- 
ping the water back in the Big Thompson River. 

ans. JeNsEN. Can you drop the water back into the Big Thompson 
River without this powerhouse? 

Mr. McPuat. Certainly, it can be done. I am not familiar with 
‘the details, however. 

Mr. Jensen. All you would need would be a canal large enough to 
handle the water that flows there, would you not? 

Mr. McPuai. That would be true, but we feel if we can develop 
to advantage this additional natural resource it is worthwhile to do 
it. We would like to complete our studies to see if actually it will 
return sufficient money to warrant the investment in construction. 

Mr. Fenton. This is just a study now? 

Mr. McPnuait. This is just for a study. 

Mr. Fenton. Where is that to be located with respect to the Colo- 
rado-Big Thompson project, as a whole? 

Mr. McPuait. Dr. Fenton, you can see the location on this small 


. Fenton. I see it here. It is beyond Horse Tooth Dam. 
Mr. Jensen. We have it on the small map here in the justifications. 
Mr. McPuatt. It is also shown on the profile, Dr. Fenton. 
Mr. Jensen. What do you propose to call that? 

Mr. McPuam. We call it the Big Thompson powerplant. 

Mr. Jensen. How much of a head have you there? 

Mr. McPuatt. My remembrance is about 180 feet. 

Mr. Jensen. How much of the cost -is reimbursable? 

Mr. McPuaiv. That would all be reimbursable, with interest. 
Mr. Jensen. With interest? 

Mr. McPuat. Yes, sir. 

. Fenton. There is no need for the power plant right now? 
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Mr. McPuatu. Our studies indicate that there will be a need for 
additional power in that area, which we will call the western division 
of the Missouri Basin, by 1957. 

Mr. Jensen. At the present time there is adequate power produc- 
tion in that area? 

Mr. McPuatrt. Yes, sir. We are carrying the load at the present 
time. Iam basing my estimate on the applications that were received 
in response to requests by the Bureau as of January 1 for the additional 
power that we will have available by reason of the new plants that 
will come in this year. 

Those applications indicated that all the power to be brought in 
by the plants now under construction will only be able to carry the 
loads of the preference customers until about 1957. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the total kilowatt-producing capacity of all 
the pomarnoneds along that project? 

Mr. McPuaix. 186,150 kilowatts on the Big Thompson project, 
wegen this unit was added, as I remember. 

Mr. Fenton. This new one would give 6,700 kilowatts? 

Mr. Waurer. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. Which is just a drop in the bucket as compared to 
the total amount of power that will be produced on the Colorado-Big 
Thompson? 

Mr. McPuai. That is true. It will be entirely a question of 
economics. If it is a worthwhile additional investment, then we 
would like to make it. 

Mr. Fenton. What would a facility like that cost? 

Mr. McPuait. The estimate is $1,475,000. 

Mr. Jensen. That is a big investment to get 6,700 kilowatts of 


{r. Kirwan. This is on the western or eastern side of the mountain? 

Mr. McPuai. On the eastern side. 

Mr. Kirwan. Near Estes, or where? 

Mr. McPuaiv. It is downstream from Estes Park. It is near 
Loveland. 

I would like to point out that if review of the situation at this time 
results in comparable cost estimates it would be a very economical 
development and would have a low cost per kilowatt, less than $250 
a kilowatt, which is extremely good on hydroplants. 

Mr. Jensen. Would it be that cheap? 

Mr. McPuHat. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Are you sure of that, Mr. MePhail? 

Mr. Dexuermer. | just divided it and it came to $212. 

Mr. Linewsavenr. A little over $200 a kilowatt. 

Mr. Jensen. I must admit that is pretty cheap. 


KENDRICK PROJECT 


We will now go to the Kendrick project, page 372: Construction, 
$780,000; operation and maintenance, $194,500; the total is $974,500. 

We will insert pages 372 through 379 and 382 through 385 in the 
record at this time. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


1, 
of 
of 
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le 
le 
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Progsct Data 


Authorization 
Authorized by finding of feasibility approved by the President Au 30, 1935, 
a the provisions of the Fact Finders’ Act of December 5, 1924 (43 Stat. 672, 


Located principally in, Natrona and Carbon Counties, Wyo, 
Description 

The four major construction features comprising the project are: (1) Seminoe 
Dam and powerplant located approximately 55 miles southwest of Casper, Wyo.; 

) Aleova Dam and appurtenant structures located at Alcova, Wyo.; (3) Casper 

‘anal and lateral system which will carry water for irrigating lands lying in a 
semicircle area southwest, west, and north of Casper, Wyo.; and (4) transmission 
lines and substations to distribute power generated at Seminoe Dam and Aleova 
aweapians to central and southern Wyoming, western Nebraska, and northern 

orado. 

The Seminoe powerplant has three 10,800-kilowatt generating units which 
have been in operation since August 1939. 

The Alcova powerplant will have an installed capacity of 36,000 kilowatts, 
consisting of two 18,000-kilowatt units. 

Status 

Construction began during 1933 under the name Casper-Alcova project, As 
of June 30, 1954, the project will be 94 percent complete. Water deliveries to 
farms began in the spring of 1946. By June 30, 1954, about 12,407 acres of the 
first unit will be under cultivation. 

Current work on the project consists of lining of canals, construction of laterals 
and drains as required by progress of land settlement, construction of the Alcova 
powerplant and installation of equipment, and installing the transformer bank 
addition at the Carper substation. 

Repayment 

_ The existing repayment contract with the irrigation district, dated May 25 
1935, is impossible of fulfillment. It was based on 35,000 acres of irrigable land 
and assumed repayment ability of $2 per acre. A reclassification of the project 
lands has redu the irrigable acreage to about 22,000 acres. An economic 
analysis of repayment ability places that ability at about $1 peracre. Negotiation 
of an amendatory contract is underway. The balance of the construction costs 
of this project will be paid from the revenues of the sale of electrical energy in 
accordance with provisions of reclamation law. 

Status of repayment contract negotiations: Amendatory repayment contract 
being negotiated. 


Amount to bz repaid and repayment period 


Repayment period 
Amount Total 
Regular 


' $796, 680 | 40 and 45 years. 
231, 089, 520 1940 to 2017. Years,? 


1 povet shown and payout period based on proposed terms of amendatory repayment contract being 


tiated. 

2 Construction costs allocated to comamenctal wer $16,833.81 is scheduled to be paid 50 years from 
date individual facility becomes revenue pi thing ze 17. tion costs ($14,255,710) assigned for 
payment by power are scheduled for payment by the year 1998. 


Location 
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Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 
Water users 
Power: 
Interest component 14, 120,406 14, 255, 710 


15, 052, 390 


Annual water-user charges: 
Construction 


Gross crop income per acre resulting from project irrigation (estimated for 
mature stage of development), $50. 


History of project development 

Initial date: 

Planning, 1904. 
Advanced planning, 1933. 
Construction, 1933. 

Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1956, 

Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
initiated under provisions of the National Industrial Recovery Act of 1933, 
fiscal year 1934, $12,000,000. a 

osts 


Original estimated cost (first unit only) 
Allocation of cost unallocated 0, , 000 
Present estimated cost 32, 655, 227 
Allocation of cost: 

15, 052, 390 


16, 833, 810 
Downstream benefit to and payable by Kortes Unit, Missouri 
River Basin project 1, 115, $00 
Unallocated decrease ! (346, 773) 


1 Allocations are based on total estimated cost of $33,002,000, which is $346,773 more than present total 
estimated cost. 


The total estimated cost of the first unit has been decreased from $33,318,000 
to $32,655,227 (anticipated total obligations $33,575,390). This decrease is the 
net result of minor refinements of this estimate to reflect actual cost on completed 
works and actual bid prices on going work, the construction of the Seminoe 
tailrace retaining wall, and additional requirements for canal and lateral linings 
are balanced by a smaller requirement for drainage construction. 


Schedule of development 


Fiseal year | Fiscal year 
1954 1955 


IRRIGATION SYSTEM 


17, 162 


Power rates (mills per kilowatt-hour): 
Firm at 50 percent load factor 
Nonfirm (average) 


42590—54—pt. 


2, 
Repayment costs per acre 
n 
a 
h — 
Is 
a 
k 
| 
| Through 
1953 
Irrigable acreage { ice: 
16, 162 17, 162 18, 162 22, 000 
Power (kilowatts).............------2.2-+----- 32, 400 32, 400 68, 400 68, 400 
agaaceby 4.3 | 4.3 4.3 | 3.3 


1068 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations $33, 575, 390 
Total obligations to June 30, 1953 
Allotment, fiscal vear 1954 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 ‘ 2, 368, 010 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955 7 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955 780, 
Balance to complete 1, 222, 623 
Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

Funds requested for fiscal year 1955 will be expended on canal lung program to 
conserve water and prevent seepage, construction of laterals and drains to meet 
demands brought about by the settlement pattern of the project, and on the 
completion of Aleova powerplant and minor electrical facilities. 


Justification 

Funds are needed to make payments under existing construction and supply 
contracts and for related supervision and engineering costs. Al] power facilities 
will be essentially complete and ready to operate in fiscal year 1955. Any delay 
in this program will necessarily increase overhead costs and defer the receipt of 
revenues from the sale of power. 

A substantial sum has already been invested in the primary storage and car- 
riage systems of the irrigation facilities and work should proceed on the construc- 
tion of laterals and drains to insure early settlement of the land and full use of the 
‘primary facilities. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Totalto | Program, | Program, 
Estimated 
Program item June 30, budget 
total 1953 year 1955 


(1) (3) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Seminoe Dam and Reservoir $5, 064, 678 

Alcova Dam 

Canal system. 

Lateral system 

Drainage system 

Farm unit development 

Seminoe powerplant. 

Alcova powerplant and switchyard_.____ 

Seminoe switchyard and additions 

ee 69-kilovolt and related 
su 

Seminoe- 34.5-kilovolt and related 
substatio 

115-kilovolt re- 
lated substations 


115-kilovolt_. 
Cheyenne-Gering 115-kilovolt and related” 
su i 
Casper-Thermopolis 69-kilovolt and re- 
lated substations 
Seminoe-Casper 115-kilovolt and related! 
substations 
Casper area tie lin 
Medicine Bow- 34.5-kilovolt 
related substations 
Seminoe-Bairoil 34. and related 
substations. .. 
Distribution lines and substations. 82, 843 ws<4--5---- 
General property 79,070 


32, 655, 227 | 25, 574, 411 ; 1, 513, 773 


Balance to 
complete 
| 
“$100, 000 $100,000 $489, 138 
90, 000 60, 000 376, 999 
50, 000 35, 000 120, 061 
| 15, 000 5, 000 26, 589 
| 8, 800, 000 
5, 000 9, 000 113, 756 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955—Continued 


Program Program 
Program item total current’ | budget’ 
} 1953 year 1954 year 1955 DP 


(1) } (6) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM—Continued 


Project investigations. ..._. 

Operations and maintenance during con- 
struction 

‘fransfers, credits, and other expenditures __ 


Total expenditures. | 4, 496, 552 
Unliquidated 342 —2, 128, 542 


Total obligations. .-................. 33, 575, 390 | | 29, 204, 757 


Method of financing: 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954._...________ - 
Prior year available 

Allotments required 


ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 
Total, fiscal year 1953 $90, 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 $112, 670 


Total obligations, 1954 112, 670 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955 $194, 500 


Total obligations, 1955 194, 500 
Work, proposed, 1955 
All facilities are operated and maintained by the Government. Cost of opera- 


tions and maintenance of distribution system charged to construction and re- 
habilitation through fiscal year 1955. 


Increase + or 
decrease — 
from 1954 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 
Precem system. For continued operation of Seminoe Dam and Reservoir 
Alcova Dam and Reservoir. Increase due to transfer of operation of 
Alcova Dam and Reservoir to multipurpose 
Total obligations—multipurpose 


POWER FACILITIES 


Electric generation. For normal operation and maintenance of Seminoe and 
Le powerplants. Increase due to beginning operation of Aleova power- 


Total obligations—power 
Total obligations—all facilities 


Serviee facilities - ..| —$400,000 | —$134, 629 
oi 163, 012 —$49, 491 —21, 000 —92, 521 

490, 856 | 330, 856 | 80, 000 80, 000 | ...- _ 
423, 249 | 467, 249 | —64, 000 

2, 368,010 | 780,000 | 1, 222, 623 
| | 
780, 000 | 1, 222, 700 . 
Program 
1955 
$6,000 +-$2, 000 
.| 6, 000 +2, 000 

Po 188, 500 +82, 500 
Seaerederneart-aseararees=-srearerttrhnr) 194, 500 81, 830 
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Schedule of operation and maintenance program fiscal years 19/8, 1964, and 1955 


Program item current 


(3) 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 
$4, 000 
4, 000 


POWER FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: Electric g 229 106, 000 
Roplecementa and improvements 670 


Total obligations, power facilities 108, 670 
Total obligations, all facilities. 112, 670 
Allocation: 
Irrigati 


1, 006 
111, 670 


Project statistics 


POWER SYSTEM ! 


Annual sales 

Total power revenues . 
Powerplants 1 
Plant capacity 32, 400 


1 Power revenues and sales are shown under Missouri Basin integrated power operation statistics. 


REPAYMENT CONTRACT 


Mr. Jensen. Will you briefly explain the repayment contract 
difficulties on this project? 

Mr. WauTER. This project is another one of those slow development 
rojects. We have had ail the troubles we can, starting with the raw 
and. We had domestic water problems to start with, and drainage 

problems on top of that. 

Mr. Jensen. I think it would be well to read the item entitled 
“Repayment” on page 373 into the record: 

The existing repayment contract with the irrigation district, dated May 25 
1935, is impossible of fulfillment. It was based on 35,000 acres of irrigable land 
and assumed repayment ability of $2 per acre. A reclassification of the project 
lands has reduced the irrigable acreage to about 22,000 acres. An economic 
analysis of repayment ability places that ability at about $1 per acre. Negotia- 
tions of an amendatory contract are under way. The balance of the construction. 
costs of this project will be paid from the revenues of the sales of electrical energy 
in accordance with provisions of reclamation law. 


year 1955 

Operation and ma $6, 000: 
Total obliga 6, 000 

188, 500 
188, 500 
194, 500° 
1, 500 
Petal 90, 326 112, 670 194, 500 
Method of financing: 
Estimated 
Actual, 
Feature or item Unit fiscal year 

1953 Fiscal year | Fiscal year 

1954 1955 

1 2 
32, 400 68, 400° 
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This prol ect has been under construction for a long while, has it not? 

Mr, Dominy. The existing repayment contract was dated May 25, 
1935, and construction dates back to about that time. 

Mr. JeNsEN. How much more money do you estimate will be needed 
to complete this project to the point where it will start to pay back 
revenues into the Treasury? 

Mr. Dominy. The balance to complete after fiscal 1955 is shown to 
be $1,220,623. 

Mr. Jensen. How much has been spent on the project up to date? 

Mr. Dominy. The total obligation to June 30 is $29 million. 

Mr. Jensen. How much revenue has been realized from this 
project up to date? 

Mr. Dominy. Mr. McPhail can answer that. It has been power 
revenues almost entirely up to this point. 

Mr. McPuai. The total power revenues that have been received 
up through June 1953, according to my information, are $9,747,000, 
which yield a net revenue after deducting operation and maintenance 
expenses of $5,626,000. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the life of this contract? 

Mr. Dominy. The original contract was based on a 40-year contract 
under regular reclamation law. As this record points out, it was 
based on 35,000 acres. They ran into a very unusual situation. 
They found selenium in the soils, which is a very rare mineral, which 
normally is leached out so that its presence is never in great enough 
quantity to poison the crops grown on the land. 

The reason I am familiar with it is because I was county agent 
in northeastern Wyoming and one time a rancher called down that he 
had lost 100 head of cattle. It happened during the dry years and the 
selenium had not leached out. It poisoned the oat crop, which was 
the first time that had ever been known to happen. 

When they got to developing the lands of the Kendrick project, 
which otherwise they expected to be fully irrigable, they discovered 
unusual heavy deposits of selenium.: They had to abandon major 
segments of it from the project plan. So the costs are much greater 
per acre than was originally contemplated by reason of that reduction. 

Mr. Jensen. The items that are questionable in your request for 
1955 are: Canal system, $100,000; lateral system, $60,000; drainage 
system, $35,000; and farm-unit development, $5,000. That makes a 
total of exactly $200,000. The balance of your request for 1955 is for 
the completion of your power facilities, which apparently are brining 
in considerable revenue. 

How can you justify expending $200,000 more on canals? 

Mr. Dominy. The items you read off, Mr. Chairman, are needed 
toward completion of the facilities required to fully serve the 22,000 
acres that we now consider to be in the project area. 

Mr. Jensen. Where the soil is suitable for crops? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. This is just to extend the laterals and 
service area to the 22,000 acres. 
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BOSTWICK DIVISION 


Mr. Jensen. The Bostwick division, page 423. The construction 
estimate is $1,360,000. We will insert the pages 423 through 430 in 
the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 

Location 
South central Nebraska and north central Kansas from Harlan County Dam to 

Concordia, Kans., along the Republican River through Franklin, Webster, and 

Juskolig Counties in Nebraska, and Jewell, Republic, and Cloud Counties in 
ansas. 


Description 


Facilities of the project include the completed Harlan County Dam and Reser- 
voir (United States Corps of Engineers) with a total storage capacity of 850,000 
acre-feet, Lovewell Dam and Reservoir with a total storage capacity of 94,000 
acre-feet, 2 diversion dams, 5 electric pumping plants including service lines, 
canals, subcanals, laterals, drains, and floodway channels for effective irrigation 
of about 86,000 acres. 


Status 


Construction of the Bureau of Reclamation work in the Bostwick division 
began in March 1949. Construction of the Courtland canals in Nebraska, the 
Franklin south side pumping plant, canals and: laterals, the Superior-Courtland 
diversion dam and Superior canals and laterals are complete. As of June 30, 
1954, the project will be approximately 35 percent complete. 

Construction will be completed during the fiscal year 1954 on the Franklin 
canal section 1, the Courtland canal section 2 and detention dams. Construc- 
tion will continue throughout the year on the Franklin canal section 2. Con- 
struction will start during the year on the Naponee canal, Naponee laterals, 
Franklin laterals section 1, Courtland canal section 3, which includes the North 
and Ridge subcanals, Courtland laterals section 2, and Courtland laterals section 
3, which includes North and Ridge laterals. Preconstruction operations and 
design will be in progress on Lovewell Dam and Reservoir, Courtland canal 
sections 3A, 4 and 5, Miller and White Rock canals, Franklin canal sections 3 
and 4, Franklin laterals section 2, Courtland laterals sections 3A and 4. 
Repayment 

Status of repayment contract negotiations: Contracts have been executed with 
Kansas Bostwick Irrigation District No. 2, and with Nebraska Bostwick Irriga- 
tion District. Contract negotiations will be required for Scandia area in Kansas 
when that area reaches the development state. 

Amount to be repaid and repayment period: The distribution system repayment. 
obligation of the Khoo Bostwick District is $3,500,000 and of the Nebraska. 
Bostwick District $2,260,000. Payments. will be made in 40 vears after comple- 
tion of construetion and the close of 5-year development periods. Additional 
payments will be made by both districts through the construction component in 
water-service charges, and through the execution of payment contracts for the 


Scandia area. 
Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 
Missouri River Basin project pooled power revenues 32, 134, 000 
Total... 01. 22 _... 48, 762, 000 
Repayment costs per acre 
Federal investment per $565. 00 


Annual water user charges: 


Operation and maintenance... 2. 80 


1 Water-service contracts with $2.10 per acre construction component for about 52 years following the 
initial 40-year repayment period will be required to return full cost payable by water users. 
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Increased net income per acre resulting from project irrigation (payment 
capacity), $9.00. 
History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1938 
Advanced planning, 1946 
Construction, 1949 (March) 
Date of functional completion of construction: After fiscal year 1960. 


Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriation for construction, 
fiscal year 1948, $307,031. 


Allocation of cost: Unallocated.__.......--.---------------- 


Allocation of cost: 


Fish and wildlife. 24, 000 


The total estimated cost of the Bostwick division sas been decreased from 
$56,005,322 to $52,795,000 (anticipated total obligations $52,790,684). This 
reduction has been brought about by the elimination of the Republie unit and 
the Red Cloud pumping units and a reduction in the estimate for Lovewell Dam. 
This reduction has been partially offset by the addition of flood-way channels, 
peeps plants in the Courtland unit, and the Courtland west extension canal 

terals. 
Schedule of development 


Through 
1 


10, 360 


86, 243 
86, 243 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total $52, 790, 684 
Totel obligations to June.20,, 1053. ... - 13, 393, 289 
Allotiient, Mcal year 1954... $4, 183, 571 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1954___-._______-_-_______- 4, 183, 571 
Allotment, fiscal year ~= $1, 360, 000 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1955__..-.-.---------------- 1, 360, 000 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 — 

Continuation of construction on the Courtland Canal section 3 including the 
North and Ridge subcanal and the Courtland laterals section 3 including the 
North and Ridge laterals. Construction will be eompleted on the Naponee Canal 
and laterals, Franklin Canal section 2, Franklin laterals section 1, and Courtland 
laterals section 2. Construction will be initiated on Franklin Canal sections 3 
and 4, Franklin laterals section 2, Courtland Canal section 3A, and Courtland 
laterals section 3A. Preconstruction activities and design will continue on the 
Courtland Canal below Lovewell Dam. Project investigations will continue 
on some remaining features. 

Justification 

The need for irrigation water during the past several dry seasons, and especially 
during this 1953 irrigation season, has become increasingly acute. The Bostwick 
division will provide an adequate supply of irrigation water to more than 86,000 
acres. The division is well underway and should be carried forward to completion 
on a schedule of economic construction consistent with the fiscal situation control- 


( eis 
8, 104, 000 
52.795, 000 
Irrigation ( | 12,025 | 16,325 
Total | 12,025 | 16, 325 
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ling Federal appropriations. Prospective water users have executed the necessary 
repayment contracts and are anxious to begin irrigation operations. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Total to 
Program item aa J une 3 30, 


current bu 
year 1054 
@ (2) (3) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Lovewell 
Franklin 


Naponee Canal__- 
Naponee laterals 
Franklin south side pumping plant 
Franklin south side pump canal 

lin south side laterals 
Franklin unit drains 


= 


28 


Superior laterals 
Courtland canal system 


BES22 


Farm unit development 

Bostwick floodway channels 
General service equipment 
Lovewell cooperative development 
Superior service area. 


tores 

Operation and maintenance during con- 
struction 

Transfers, credits, and other expenditures -- 


Total expenditures 
Unliquidated obligations 


Method of financing: 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 
Allotments required 


Mr. Jensen. You are asking for funds for the fiscal year 1955 for 
irrigation structures only, are you not? 
Mr. Water. That is right. 


FRENCHMAN-CAMBRIDGE DIVISION 


Mr. Jensen. Frenchman-Cambridge division, page 446. The con- 
struction estimate is $1 million. 

We will insert pages 446 through 452 into the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 
Location 

Located in southwest Nebraska in Hitchcock, Red Willow, Furnas, and Harlan 
Counties. Project lands extend from Palisade southeastward along the French- 
man Creek and from Trenton eastward along the Republican River to Orleans. 
Description 

Water will be impounded by four dams: Trenton Dam on the Republican 
River; Enders Dam on Frenchman Creek; Medicine Creek Dam on Medicine 


Program 
Balance to 
complete 
5) (6) 
Dam and 659 | $100,000 $9, 997, 341 
009 | 2,074, 560 $370, 000 2, 076, 431 
813 248, 219 210, 000 709, 968 
312, 047 & 
Courtland laterals (Kansas). -...........-- 375, 000 220, 087 2, 971, 644 
Scandia op 925, 459 
bsilo.J. 920 9, 000 12, 000 48, 080 
133, 000 108, 055 
Total cost.....-.................-...] 52,795, 000 | 12,913,533 | 4,457,740 | 1,469,286 | 33,954,441 
103, 657 —26, 000 —37, 500 —40, 157 
90, 460 —30, 000 —60, 460 
|..-.--------.-----| 52,790, 684 | 13, 103,334 | 4,401,740 | 1,431,786 | 33,853,824 
289,955 | —218, 169 \ 
Total obligations..................--| 52,790,684 | 13,393,289 | 4,183,571 | 1,360,000 | 33,853,824 
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Creek; and Red Willow Dam (United States Corps of Engineers) on Red Willow 
Creek. Water will be delivered to a service area of 68,570 acres by a system of 
approximately 245 miles of canals. 


Status 


Enders Dam, Medicine Creek Dam, the Cambridge diversion dam and the first 
30 miles of the Cambridge Canal, together with laterals, are complete and in 
service. As of June 30, 1954, the entire division will be approximately 70 percent 
complete. Trenton Dam and Swanson Lake, representing nearly a third of the 
total cost of the division, will be completed during the first half of fiscal year 1954. 
During fiscal year 1954, the Bartley diversion dam will be completed, as will the 
major portion of the work on the Bartley Canal and laterals and the final section 
of the Cambridge Canal and laterals. Plans and specifications will be completed 
for the upper Meeker Canal and well advanced for other portions of the Meeker- 
Driftw and Frenchman unit facilities. 

Repayment 

Status of repayment contract negotiations: Water service and repayment con- 
tract has been executed with Frenchman-Cambridge Irrigation District. Ulti- 
mately, other contracts will be required for the area within the Frenchman Valley 
Irrigation District. 

Amount to be we and repayment period: The distribution system obligation 
of the Frenchman-Cambridge District is $2,328,800. This obligation is repayable 
in 40 years after construction and the close of a 5-year development period. 
Additional costs will be returned by the district through the construction com- 
ponent in the water service charge and through payments to be made under 
contracts to be executed for the Frenchman Valley area. 


Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 


$6, 344, 000 
49, 897, 000 


Annual water user charges: 
Construction 


1 This rate of payment will necessitate water service contracts with equivalent construction component 
for about 18 years following initial 40-year payment period to return cost payable by irrigation. 


Increased net income per acre resulting from project irrigation (payment 
capacity), $7.20. 
History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1939 
Advanced planning, 1946 
Construction, 1947 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1960 except for the 
Red Willow and McCook Canals and laterals and the Holbrook laterals which 
are definitely deferred. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1947, $1,643,000. 


Missouri River Basin project pooled power revenues-_-.-_------.---- P| 
Repayment costs per acre 
Federal investment per acre...........-.-------------------------- $820. 00 
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Costs 
Original estimated cost.) Jo $26, 894, 500 
Allocation of cost: Unallocated 500 


Present estimated cost 


The total estimated cost of the Frenchman-Cambridge division has been in- 
creased from $71,748,000 to $73,243,000 (anticipated total nbligations $72,618,453). 
Major factors of increases were: (1) General increase due to application of current 
prices to future work, (2) design revisions for Bartley diversion dam, (3) new 
estimates based on more adequate data (Meeker-Driftwood and Frenchman unit 
canal systems). Major factors partially offsetting above increases were: (1) 
Reduction in cost of Trenton Dam, based on completed or nearly completed con- 
tracts, (2) decrease in cost of Bartley Canal based on contract prices available 
since previous estimate. 


Schedule of development 


Through | Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1954 1955 


fiscal year Ultimate 
1953 


(acres): 
11, 258 21, 805 
Supplemental : 2, 680 2, 680 


13, 938 24, 485 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 
Estimated total obligations : $72, 618, 453 


Total obligations to June 30, 1953 45, 784, 164 
Allotment, fiscal vear $3, 252, 567 
Prior year balance available 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 3, 266, 126 
Allotment, fiscal vear 1955 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1955 1, 000, 000 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

The program for fiscal vear 1955 provides for completion of the Cambridge and 
Bartley Canal and lateral systems. Plans and specifications for the Meeker- 
Driftwood Canal and lateral system and for the Riverside portion of the Freneh- 
man unit will be readied for issuance. Preconstruction activities will be conducted 
on the balance of the irrigation facilities. 


Justification 

The division is in an advanced stage of construction with major contracts in 
effect for Cambridge Canals and laterals and the Bartley diversion dam, canals, 
and laterals. The funds requested for the division for fiscal year 1955 are, there- 
fore, necessary to meet payments on the major and supporting contracts as well 
as to permit continuing of planning on other features. These activities are 
required to permit continuation of the minimum feasible rate of construction 
leading to realization of the project benefits. 


Allocation of cost: 

13, 550 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


ta Balance to 


year 1955 complete 


Estimated Total to Program, 


Program item June 30, 
1953 


(1) (2) (3) (5) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Enders Dam and Reservoir $8, 557, 000 | $8, 515, 420 $41, 580 
Medicine Creek Dam and Berry 4 Strunk 
Trenton Dam and Swanson Lake-._____- 21, 160,000 | 20, 456, 703, 705 
Cambridge diversion dam 540, 000 540, 4 
Cambridge Canal - 6, 494, 000 7: 1, 001, 522 
Cambridge laterals 7, 46 251, 803 
Cambridge diversion dam extension - 
Holbrook Canal. 
Holbrook laterals_- 
Cambridge unit drains 
Bartley diversion dam_. 3, 751, 676 | 
Bartley laterals 318, | B5, 452 221, 059 | 


Red Willow Creek diversion dam 

Red Willow Canal. 

Red Willow laterals. __- 

McCook Canal... 

McCook laterals 

Red Willow unit drains. ___- 

Temporary Meeker diversion ies - 

Meeker-Driftwood Canal system ____- 5, 507, 2, 266 164, 000 

Meeker-Driftwood lateral system ____- 905, 000 5 40, 000 

Meeker- Driftwood unit drains. 5 

Culbertson diversion dam (rehabilitation) 

Frenchman unit canal system ._____- 7, 927 125, 000 

Frenchman unit 

Frenchman unit drains... 

Farm unit development. 

Frenehman-Cam bridge general property 

Frenchman- de- 
velopment___. 147, 922 


Total cos ; 4, 347, 691 
Operation and “maintenance during con-| 

struction. 7 84, 387 
‘Transfers, credits, and other expenditures. —708, 934 


Total expenditures._................| 72, 618, 48 44, 617, 642 


Method of financing: 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954. 
Prior year "balance 
Allotments required “1, 000, 000 | 22, 568, 200 


Total obligations. ...............-- -| 72, 618, 453 | 4 45, 784, 164 
-| 


KIRWIN UNIT 


Mr. Jensen. Next is the Kirwin unit. It is on page 455. Con- 
struction estimate is $3,160,000. 

We will insert pages 455 through 459 in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 

Location 

In north central Kansas along the North Fork of the Solomon River in Phillips, 
Smith, and Osborne Counties. 
Description 

Kirwin unit consists of the multiple-purpose Kirwin Dam and Reservoir of 
315,000 acre-feet capacity and the canal, lateral, and drainage systems required 
to serve 11,500 irrigable acres. The main canal, serving lands on the north side 
of the river will extend to the a approximate midpoint of the unit, where it divides 
into north and south canals. e north canal continues along ‘the north side to 


| 
| 
| 
65, 734 
| $368, 986 
21, 876 
949, 804 
398, 835 | 
31, 489 |- 
622, 190 
| 1, 727, 059 
| 204, 374 
129, 349 
34,814 
| 629, 581 
60,000 | 5, 730, 734 
20, 000 790, OR4 
772, 796 
64, 973 
30, 000 7, 431, 186 
17, 849 1, 508, 563 
1, 160, 735 
5, 000 19, 828 
163, 812 
337, 077 
1,248,203 | 23, 342, 661 
) —20, 000 —706, 411 
| —50, 000 | —68, 087 
| 988,229 | 
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supply that area; the south canal siphons across the river to serve irrigable acres 
on the south side. 


Status 


Construction of Kirwin Dam was started on March 19, 1952. As of June 30, 
1954, the dam will be approximately 70 percent complete. The unit as a whole 
will be approximately 50 percent complete. Plans and specifications will have 
been completed on the main canal and laterals. 

Repayment 

Status of repayment contract negotiations: The Kirwin Irrigation District has 
been formed, and has executed a water service and repayment contract. 

Amount to be repaid and repayment period: The 40-year repayment contract, 
with a 5-year development period, provides that the district will repay not to 
exceed $1,500,000 toward distribution system costs. Additional construction 
costs will be returned by irrigation through the construction component in water 
service charges. 

Repayment of costs allocated irrigation 


Annual water user charges: 
Construction 


Increased net income per acre resulting from project irrigation (payment 
capacity), $9.67. 
History of project development 
Initial Date: 
Planning, 1941 
Advanced planning, 1946 
Construction, 1952 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1958. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1952, $2,702,000. 


Original estimated cost 
Allocation of cost: 


Allocation of cost: 


The total estimated cost of the Kirwin unit has been decreased from $24,037,000 
to $20,474,000 (anticipated total obligations, $20,027,619). This decrease of 
$3,563,000 arises principally from application of bid prices for Kirwin Dam em- 
bankment spillway and outlet works which are lower than the amounts used in 
the previous estimate. 


|| 
Missouri River Basin project pooled power revenues._.--.-------- 4, 889, 000 
Repayment costs per acre 
Operation and 2.85 
1 Annual paym f during ini 40- period will require 
osts 
10, 000, 000 
Present estimated 20,474,000 
037,000 
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Schedule of development 


Irrigation system: acreage for service: Full 
Through fiscal year 1953 
Fiscal year 1954 
Fiscal year 1955 
Ultimate 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 
Summarized financial data 
Estimated total obligations 


Total obligations to June 30, 1953 
Prior year balance available 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955 3, 160, 000 
Balance to complete 6, 261, 314 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


The program for fiscal year 1955 will consist primarily of a continuation of 
construction on Kirwin Dam and Reservoir. Preconstruction activities will be 
under way on the canals and laterals. 


Justification 


The construction of Kirwin Dam is now under contract and the funds requested 
for fiscal year 1955 are required for contract earnings and related costs to permit 
the contractor to proceed at an economical and efficient rate. This will avoid 
delaying the completion of the structure and increasing the ultimate cost as a 
result of an extended construction period. 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Total to Program 
Estimated 
Program item total 


Tune 30, t budget 
1963 year 1955 


(2) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Kirwin Dam and Reservoir $15, 748, 000 
Kirwin main canal 1 ) 
Kirwin laterals, main canal_- 
Kirwin north canal 

Kirwin laterals, north canal. 


Kirwin drainage system__ 
Farm unit development 
General property 


rs, credits, and other expenditures... 


Total expenditures 6, 321, 641 
Unliquidated obligations ‘ A —647, 641 


Total obligations , 027, 5, 674.000. 
Method of financi 


SS 11, 500 
ee $20, 027, 619 
..-----.--.. $3, 160, 000 
Balance to 
complete 
(3) (5) (6) 
$4, 570, 501 | $5,905, 641 | $3,000,000 | $2, 271,858 
60, 563 135, 000 5, 000 868, 437 
10, 042 50, 000 2, 000 359, 958 
27, 312 38, 000 45, 000 598, 688 
11, 435 20, 000 40, 000 672. 565 
28, 921 40, 000 40, 000 600, 079 
, Kirwin laterals, south canal_-_-......__- 275, 000 7.314 14, 000 23, 000 230, 686 
44, 000 5, 000 37, 802 
Total cost...............-----------.| 20,474,000 | 4,729,018 6, 221. 641 | 3, 160, 000 6, 363, 341 
Operation and maintenance during con- 
‘Tronsic | —443,072 | —443,072 
Prior year balance 5,074,000 
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Mr. Jensen. Why wasn’t the construction component included in 
the repayment contract with the Kirwin Irrigation District? Will 
the district ever agree to an additional or amended contract to in- 
clude the $3.65 per acre needed to pay off construction costs? 

Mr. Dominy. I don’t quite understand that question. We have 
the usual type of combination irrigation and water service type con- 
tract. The 9—D portion of that is, of course, the regular repayment 
contract, 40 vears, to be paid on the distribution-system cost. 

The 9-E portion, the water-service portion, is designed to cover 
the operation and maintenance cost of the water-supply facilities, and 
our estimates show that the rate at which we contracted with Kirwin 
Trrigation District will repay the operation and maintenance and 
leave a small component for application on the construction costs of 
the water-supply facilities. 

This statement here on page 456 in the justifications, indicates that 
we expect to recover $187 an acre from the water users over a repay- 
ment life of 52 years. In other words, it will only run 12 years 
bevond the original 40 to recover $187 an acre. 

Mr. Jensen. Why the phrase, ‘additional payments will be made 
by both districts through construction components and water service 
charge,” and why not say that 97 years will be required to repay only 
one-third of the irrigation costs without interest? This is a question 
that was submitted to me. 

Mr. Dominy. Well, I think the record that we submitted tells that 
same story. In our total Missouri Basin pay-out we only anticipate 
covering $187 of the Kirwin costs from the water users. ‘The balance 
will be recovered through power revenues. This statement here shows 
that on the basis of our present costs there will be a subsidy from 


power of $425 an acre. 


WEBSTER UNIT 


Mr. Jensen. We will go to the Webster unit on page 491. The 
construction estimate is $5,700,000. 

We will insert pages 491 through 495 in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


Prosgecr Dara 
Location 
In north central Kansas along the South Fork of the Solomon River in Rooks. 
and Osborne Counties. Webster Dam is one mile east of the town of Webster 
in Rooks County. Project lands, on both sides of the river, extend from Alton, 
Kans., to approximately 3 miles east of Osborne, Kans., all in Osborne County. 


Description 

The major functions to be performed by the Webster unit are irrigation, flood 
control, fish and wildlife conservation, recreation, and sediment retention. 
Facilities will include the Webster Dam and Reservoir, the Alton diversion dam, 
Webster north and south side canals, with related laterals and drains. A total of 
8,500 acres of land on both sides of the river will be irrigated. 


Status 


Construction of Webster Dam was started in November 1952. , As of June 30, 
1954, the unit will be approximately 25 percent complete. The foundation of 
Webster Dam will be complete and work under way on the embankment, spillway 
and outlet works. 


Repayment 
Construction funds appropriated to date have been for the dam only. The 
definite plan report approved in October 1952, as modified by a revision scheduled 
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for March 1954, will form the basie pattern for district organization and the 
basis for negotiation of a repayment contract. Construction of purely irrigation 
features is dependent on consummation of the repayment contract. 

Status of repayment contract negotiations: Contract negotiations will follow 
after organization of an irrigation district by the local people. 

Amount to be repaid and repayment period: A 40-year repayment contract 
with not to exceed a 10-year development period will be negotiated to provide 
for the payments of distribution system costs assigned for payment by irrigation. 
Additional construction payments will occur in connection with water service 
charges to be paid by the district. 


Repayment of costs allocated to eigen 
Water users _. $1, 504, 000 
MRBP pooled power revenues _ 521, 000 


_. 10, 025, 000 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre_____-- __ 
From water users____- 
From power revenue_-_- 

Annual water user charges: 
Construction__-_ - : 
Operation and maintenance. _ 


Increased net income per acre resulting from project irrigation (pay- 
ment capacity) 


1 To allow for contingencies in payment capacity determination, annual water charge estimated to 
approximate 85 percent of increased payment capacity. 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1941. 
Advanced planning, 1952. 
Construction, 1952. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1959. 
Fiseal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1953, $1,500,000 


Original estimated cost 
Allocation of cost: Unallocated 
Present estimated cost 18, 128, 000 
Allocation of cost: 
Trrigation 10, 025, 000 
Flood control 


20, 000 

100, 000 

(6, 508, 000) 

1 Certain financial data based on a project evaluation prepared in Sept. 1953 and are subject to revision. 


2 Latest allocation made is based on a total estimated cost of $24,636,000 which is $6,508,000 more than pres- 
ent total estimated cost. 


The total estimated cost of the Webster unit has been decreased from 
$24,742,000 to $18,128,000 (anticipated total obligations $17,843,807). This 
very considerable decrease in cost reflects bid prices received Nov. 17, 1953, on 
the contract for construction of Webster Dam embankment, spillway and outlet 
works. The decrease is due to consistent run of lower unit prices in the bid than 
used in previous estimate, and revised quantities resulting from more complete 
data than available when previous estimate was prepared. 


|| 

___ $1, 180. 00 

177.00 

To 1g. 20 

Costs ! 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 
Estimated total obligations $17, 843, 807 


Total obligations to June 30, 1953 1, 499, 500 
Prior year balance available 000 
Balance available in subsequent year 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 
Allotment, fiscal year 195 
Prior year balance available 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955 
Balance to complete 7, 099, 307 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

The program for fiscal year 1955 provides for continuation of construction of 
the dam embankment, spillway, and outlet works. The program also includes 
completion of rights-of-way acquisition for the reservoir, completion of all neces- 
sary relocations of existing roads and utilities, and clearing of the reservoir. 
Herre gma activity will be initiated in connection with the irrigation 
acilities. 


Justification 

The project is under construction. In 1952 the prime contract for the dam 
and reservoir was awarded; 98 percent of the funds requested for fiscal year 
1955 are needed to pay contractors’ earnings and related costs in connection with 
work on the dam and reservoir in order that construction can be completed the 
following year. Surveys and investigations will be initiated for the preparation 
of final designs and specifications for the Alton diversion dam, canals, and laterals. 
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Schedule of development 
Th 
feat year | | year | timate 

$5, 700, 000 
280, 000 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Total to |. Program, 


Program item une 30, 


(1) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Webster Dam and Reservoir 
Alton diversion dam 


Webster south side drains 
Farm-unit development 
General property 
Cooperative development 


Transfers, credits, and other expenditures- 


Total expenditures , 843, 1, 470, 144 
Unliquidated obligations Sal 29, 356 


Total obligations 


Method of financing: 
Prior year balance available : 
Balance available in subsequent years 
Allotments required 


Mr. JeENsEN. When was the original cost estimate made? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I don’t recall, Mr. Chairman. We will have to 
supply that for the record. 

(The material referred to follows:) 

In response to Chairman Jensen’s request for establishment of date of original 
cost estimate on the Webster unit. 

The $7,800,000 cost estimate appearing on page 493 of the Department of 
Interior justifications for appropriations, fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, was 
first reflected in Senate Document No. 19], page 187, dated April 1944. This 
document was presented to the 78th Congress, 2d session, by Senator O’ Mahoney, 
of Wyoming, on May 5, 1944. 

Mr, Jensen. In view of the radical changes up and down in esti- 
mated total costs, as indicated on page 493, how can the committee 
or anyone else have any idea what this project is going to cost and 
whether or not the cost to be repaid by power can or cannot be paid? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We will supply it for the record. 

(The material referred to follows:) 

No direct allocation of the cost of the Webster unit has been made to power. 
Power revenues, however, will be used to repay the irrigation allocation which is 
in excess of what the irrigators are able to repay. Such assistance from power 


revenues has been considered in connection with the Missouri River Basin average 
power rate and repayment study, 


UNITS WITH CARRYOVER BALANCES 


Mr. Jensen. For the following units no new construction funds are 
requested but small carryover balances are programed for use in 1955: 
On the Buford-Trenton, $187,000; Cedar Bluff, $35,000; Heart-Butte, 


42390—54—pt. 223 


Program, 
current budget | Balance to 
1953 year 1954 | year 1955 | Complete 
(2) (3) (4) (5) ©) 
500 
$1, 652, 704 | $3, 241, 356 | $5,832,000 | $2, 162, 940 
653, 000 10, 000 636, 405 
Webster north side 1,620,000 50, 000 1, 552, 416 
Webster south side 1, 391, 000 16,4200 10, 000 1, 364, 700 
Webster north side laterals. ._....._...___. 382, 000 ‘Ss Atha 30, 000 347, 839 
Webster south side laterals.............__. 411, 000 iy altel 5, 000 401, 516 
40, 000 404 8, 000 4, 000 27, 506, 
25, 000 50, 000 35, 000 
Total cost. ........-....-..-.---.-..-] 18,128,000 | 1,702,232 | 3,274,356 | 5, 991, 000 7, 160, 412 
51, 584 20, 000 —11, 000 — 60, 584 
00 Operation and maintenance during con- 
3, 294, 356 | 5, 980, 000 7, 099, 307 
07 17, 843, 807 | 1,499,500 | 3,265,000 | 5,980,000 | 7, 099, 307 
ir. 
yn 
m 
ar 
sh 
1e 
8. 
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peees Jamestown, $38,000; St. Francis, $15,000; and Shadehill, 


Can you give us a brief statement as to why these are necessary? 
Just supply it for the record. 
e material referred to follows:) 


BUFORD-TRENTON PROJECT—CONSTRUCTION 


The Buford-Trenton project is located on the north bank of the Missouri River 
across from the extending above and below the mouth of the Yellowstone River 
in the vicinity of the towns of Buford and Trenton, N. Dak. 

The project provides for the irrigation of approximately 11,200 acres of irrigable 
land. Water is pumped from the Missouri River at a point near Buford, N. Dak. 
The project is operated by the Buford-Trenton Mutual Aid Corp. under the 
ss of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

he project was substantially completed and water first delivered in 1944. 
In 1955 a section of the main canal in the east bottom of the project was washed 
out by the Yellowstone River, and the Department of Agriculture discontinued 
land development of the areas served below the break. Funds were obtained by 
the Bureau to complete and repair the irrigation and drainage system in the east 
bottom, and all of that work was completed the the end of fiscal year 1950. 

Floods in April 1952, and again in the spring of 1953, caused extensive damage 
to the project works and to individual farm units, and hence the project water 
users feel that certain flood Por pigs measures and minor completion and 
drainage should be accomplished before they are requested to assume full responsi- 
bility for the operation and maintenance of the project. The interim Department 
Appropriation Act, 1954, provides for starting the necessary protection and 
improvement work. 

y the end of fiscal year 1954 sections of the main canal and lateral 3.8 will 
have been relocated and erosion control work near the pumping plant completed. 

The original construction progem for fiscal year 1955, to be financed from 
fiscal year 1954 appropriated funds, provided for installation of measuring devices 
in canals and laterals, seeding and leveling of spoil banks and providing flood 
protective works at the pumping plant and other major structures, urtber 
contacts with project water users, however, have resulted in an alternate proposal 
to reduce the original work program for fiscal year 1955 and reserve a substantial 
portion of the funds available for future erosion control work. 

Negotiations are in process for a repayment contract covering the original 
$548,000 reimbursable construction costs of the project. It is anticipated that 
this contract will be executed during the later part of fiscal year 1954. 

The fact that the Yellowstone River has washed away approximately 1,000 
feet of bank in the past 3 years until at present it has inundated one of the main 
laterals and is threatening the main canal illustrates the unpredictable nature of 
the action of tne river. Corrective control works should be constructed as soon 
as erosion dangers become apparent in order to protect the Government’s interest 
in the project. 

In response to Chairman Jensen’s request for an explanation of the program 
peopere for fiscal year 1955 on Cedar Bluff and St. Francis units of Missouri 

iver Basin project. 


CEDAR BLUFF UNIT 


Explanation of fiscal year 1955 program to be financed from fiscal year 1954 
project carryover. 
rogram proposed for fiscal year 1955 amounts to $35,000, all of which will be 
available from prior year carryover. Amounts programed will provide for 
minimum additional studies on the canal and lateral system as well as continua- 
tion of work on the development farm. Work on the development farm in fiscal 
So 1955 is very desirable in that it represents cooperative efforts between the 
ureau of Reclamation, State colleges, Soil Conservation Service, and other 
interested agencies. The necessary contacts will be made with local residents 
and organizations to assure that a clear understanding is maintained concerning 
repayment contract negotiations, which will be a prerequisite to construction of 
ditional irrigation facilities on the unit. 


HEART BUTTE UNIT, NORTH DAKOTA—CONSTRUCTION 


No new funds are requested in fiscal year 1955 for this unit; however, currently 
available funds in the amount of $28,000 are programed to be used in that year. 
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These funds will be used to compile data for the definite plan report, complete 
work on the specifications for the western one-third, and operation of the Mandan 
development farm. 

During the current fiscal year replacement of wildlife habitat at Heart Butte 
Reservoir will be continued and the preparation of specifications for construction 
of the irrigation facilities for the western one-third will be substantially completed. 


JAMESTOWN UNIT, NORTH DAKOTA—CONSTRUCTION 


Jamestown Dam and Reservoir are located in east central North Dakota in 
Foster and Stutsman Counties. The dam is about one-fourth mile north of James- 
town and the reservoir extends about 40 miles north. This unit is a multipurpose 
development wnich provides much needed flood contre! for the city of Jamestown 
and other. cities and farmland in North and South Dakota. It will impound 
return irrigation flows from areas of the Garrison diversion unit for diversion to 
irrigable lands along the James River and Oakes area. The dam was so con- 
structed that future connections can be made to provide a municipal water supply 
for Jamestown. The reservoir has a storage capacity of 230,000 acre-feet, inelud- 
ing 200,000 acre-feet floodwarer storage, 20,000 acre-feet conservation storage and 
10,000 acre-feet for silt control. 

Construction of Jamestown Dam was completed September 30, 1953. Reservoir 
clearing was completed in October 1953. Relocation of Buchanan and Edmunds 
roads is now under way. Relocation of other existing properties will be started 
— to the close of the fiscal year and a building will be constructed at the dam to 

ouse operation and maintenance equipment. 

No repayment arrangements have been made since Jamestown Dam, a multi- 
purpose feature of the Missouri-Souris division, was built initially for flood 
control. Negotiations for a municipal water-repayment contract will be com- 
pletea prior to initiation of other work. 

The program for fiscal year 1955 consists of completing the relocation of existing 
basi and the construction of facilities for the Oakes development tract. 

o funds are requested for the completion of this work since sufficient carryover 
funds will be available from the fiscal year 1954 allotments. 


es FA 


ST. FRANCIS UNIT, COLORADO-KANSAS 


Explanation of fiscal year 1955 program to be financed from fiscal year 1954 

carryover. 
ogram proposed for fiscal year 1955 amounts to $15,000, the full amount of 
which will be provided from project carryover funds from fiscal year 1954. Work 
included in the program consists of additional studies on the St. Francis Canal 
and laterals and also provides for financing farm-development work. The latter 
item will be done in cooperation with State colleges, Soil Conservation Service, 
and other local agencies. 


SHADEHILL UNIT, SOUTH DAKOTA 


A general description of the Shadehill unit is contained in the operation and 
maintenance statement. 
During fiscal year 1954 work will be underway on the preparation of record 
wings, and construction on reservoir protective facilities. Land acquisition 
for the reservoir will be completed. The development farm operation will con- 
tinue in an effort to determine the suitability of Shadehill Reservoir water for 
irrigation. A minor amount of project investigations will be under way on the 
irrigation facilities. 
he $18,000 program for fiscal year 1955 will permit continued operation of 
the development farm in a long-range study of water quality and soil moisture 
relationship. General investigations work on irrigation features will continue as 
will the development of fish and wildlife habitat. 


MISSOURI RIVER BASIN DRAINAGE AND MINOR COMPLETION PROGRAM 


Mr. Jensen. Drainage and minor completion for the Missouri 
River Basin project. “That is page 497. It is estimated at $200,000. 
We will insert pages 497 through 501 in the record at this point. 

(The justifications referred to follow:) 
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Missouri River Basin Prosect DRAINAGE AND MINOR CoMPLETION PROGRAM 
ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 
Prior year balance available 
Balance available in subsequent year 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 


Allotment, fiscal year 1955 
Prior year balance available 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955 
Description 
The drainage and minor completion program consists of: Units which are func- 
tionally complete but which require a small amount of additional repair or re- 
placement work; units on which all construction features except drainage are 
complete or virtually complete; and units on which the only remaining construc- 
tion is in connection with drainage and/or recreation. This program is to be 
financed by an allotment of $200,000 from the fiscal year 1955 appropriation. 
The 5 units involved and their fiscal year 1955 allotment requirements are as 
follows: 


Fiseal year 
Units 1955 allotment 
Angostura, 8. Dak 
Boysen, Wyo 
Dickinson, N. Dak 
Fort Clark, N. Dak 


Total allotment 


Justification 


Work involved in the drainage and minor completion program consists of the 
drainage operations and miscellaneous minor cleanup and rectification work which 


normally must be done at the completion of a project. Work of this nature must 
be accomplished in order to place the project in a proper condition for turning 
over to water users or other operating organization and to remove the project 
from the construction status. Funds should be provided in fiseal year 1955 to 
accomplish an orderly contihuation of these minor activities which follow after 
completion of the major construction operations on the projects involved. 


Angostura unit, Cheyenne division, South Dakota 
Description 
The Angostura unit is located in the southwest corner of South Dakota on the 
Cheyenne River in Custer and Fall River Counties. A full water supply is 
available for approximately 12,154 acres of semiarid lands and the powerplant 
has a capacity of 1,200 kilowatts. Construction of the main features is complete 
except for the drainage system and the recreation facilities. 


Work proposed for fiscal year 1955 

The program for fiscal year 1955 includes continuation of priming and puddling 
activities on canal and laterals; riprapping of structures on canals, laterals, and 
drains and canal lining to prevent seepage. Also included is investigational work 
on subsurface drains to determine requirements for such drains. The Soil Con- 
servation Service facilities at Oral, 8. Dak., will be purchased and minimum 
modifications will be made for use as operations and mgintenance headquarters. 


Boysen unit, Boysen division, Wyoming 
Description 
This unit, consisting of Boysen Dam and Reservoir, powerplant and appurte- 
nant features, is located on the Bighorn River, in Fremont County, in central 
Wyonting, about 20 miles upstream from Thermopolis, Wyo. All work is com- 
pleted except for deferred construction on the relocation of the railroad and repair 
of the slide area on the access road. 


— 12, 000 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

The program for fiscal year 1955 provides for the performance of such construc- 
tion or maintenance on the relocated railroad which may be required as provided 
for in the relocation contract with the Chicago, Burlington, & Quincy Railroad Co. 


Dickinson unit, Heart division, North Dakota 
Description 
The Dickinson unit on the Heart River is located in Stark County in south- 
western North Dakota. The Dickinson Reservoir, 134 miles above the city of 
Dickinson, will provide water for municipal use and for irrigation of 915 acres of 
land. The only unfinished but active features are the farm unit development and 
recreational facilities. Construction of the canals and laterals has been deferred. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 
Technical assistance will continue to be furnished to irrigators, particularly 
those developing new areas. 


Fort Clark unit, North Dakota pumping division, North Dakota 
Description 
The Fort Clark unit, located on the right bank of the Missouri River in Mercer 
County in west-central North Dakota, is 1 of 15 separate units of the North Dakota 
umping division located along the Missouri River from Williston to the North 


Jakota-South Dakota State line. Of approximately 69,000 irrigable acres in the 
entire division, there are 2,100 acres in Fort Clark unit. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

Technical assistance will continue to be furnished to farmers for adapting 
operations to irrigation farming. Drains will be constructed as the need for them 
develops. Operation and maintenance equipment will be acquired. 


Keyhole Unit, Cheyenne Division, Wyoming 
Description 
Keyhole unit on the Belle Fourche River is located in Crook County in north- 
eastern Wyoming about 17 miles from Moorcroft, Wyo. This unit will provide 
supplemental irrigation water to approximately 55,708 acres of irrigable land and 
a municipal water supply for the city of Belle Fourche. All construction work is 
complete on the features of this unit except for the recreational program. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

Program tor fiscal year 1955 consists of reservoir protective works, completion 
of record drawings, land classification of Wyoming lands, and negotiations with 
water users. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Total to Program Program, 
Estimated 
total 


t budget 


June 30, 
1953 year 1954 


(2) (3) 


$13, 676, 330 |$12, 910, 330 
069, 000 


Keyhole 
Savage unit 


Total obligations 


Method of financing: 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 
Prior year balance available Peas 
Balance available in subsequent years. 
Allotments required 


Balance to 
Program item complete 

a) (4) (5) (6) 
112, 994 103, 600 712, 792 
Dickinson unit....................---.---.| 1,736,700 | 1,325,407 21, 000 1,000 379, 203 
719, 409 656, 009 31, 000 18, 400 14, 000 
GS 357, 302 23, 000 100, 000 
505, 631 475, 131 28, 000 
55,517,338 | 52,846, 547 630, 796 212,000 | 1, 827, 995 
200, 000 1, 828, 000 

| 
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Mr. McPuatt. I have a statement for the record on that. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT ON DRAINAGE AND Minor CoMPLETION PROGRAM, 
Missouri River Basin Prosect 


During fiscal year 1955 work will be underway on five units of the Missouri 
River Basin project included in the drainage and minor completion program. 

This program consists of those units which have been functionally completed 
and placed in an operating status, but which will require some additional work 
before the units can be considered as in a satisfactory operating condition and 
turned over to the future operating entities. 

The work involved included unforeseen repair and replacement activities as 
well as structure rectification found necessary as the result of actual operations. 
It also includes the construction of additional drainage facilities. 

Prior to and during actual construction, it is practically impossible to predict 
with any degree of certainty the extent and location of drains required to prevent 
waterlogging of the farm areas. 

It is only after the irrigation system has been placed in operation and experience 
gained in the application of water to the particular soil and terrain of each develop- 
ment that it is possible to determine the drainage needs. 

Often the construction of these facilities must extend over several years as new 
anpes areas develop under irrigation. 

n keeping with the expressed desires of the Appropriation Committees, these 
units have been grouped into the drainage and minor completion program for 
simplicity of presentation, since the amount of funds involved are relatively small 
and do not justify a full resubmission for each individual unit. 

The fiscal year 1955 drainage and minor completion program for the Missouri 
River Basin project will be financed with an allotment of $200,000 and prior 
year funds in the amount of $12,000. About one-half of the total program, or 
$103,600, will be required on the Boysen unit for the performance ot such con- 
struction or maintenance as may be required on the relocated railroad under the 
contract with the C. B. & Q. Railroad. 

On the Angostura unit, $66,000 will be required to continue priming and 
puddling activities on the canals and laterals, riprapping of structures, installation 
of canal and lateral lining to prevent seepage, and the construction of additional 
drainage facilities. 

The continuation of providing technical assistance to the irrigators on the 
Dickinson unit will require $1,000. 

The fiscal year 1955 program on the Fort Clark unit, which will require $18,400, 
consists of constructing additional drains, acquisition of operation and main- 
tenance equipment, and providing technical assistance to the water users. 

The balance of the program, or $23,000, will be required for reservoir protective 
works, land classification, and the negotiations with potential water users on the 
keyhole unit. 


DRAINAGE AND MINOR COMPLETION PROGRAM 


Mr. Jensen. $1,107,352 is requested for construction and rehabil- 
itation drainage and minor completion program. This is a reduction 
of $360,493. We will insert pages 400 through 407 in the record at 
this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 
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ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 

Allotment, fiscal year 1954 (construction and rehabilitation funds)___ $557, 999 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 (emergency funds)_...........--------- 76, 500 
Balance available in subsequent year__.............-.-.-.-------- — 107, 352 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1954__..._._......-.--.------- 1, 467, 845 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955_...............--.-.-..-. 1, 107, 352 
Description 

The drainage and minor completion program consists of projects which are 
functionally complete but which require a small amount of additional repair or 
replacement work; projects on which all construction features except drainage 
are complete or virtually complete; and projects on which the only remaining 
construction is in connection with drainage and/or recreation. 

The fiscal year 1955 program consists of continuing construction on this ty 
of work on 7 projects and completing all work on 4 projects. Work will 
temporarily suspended on two projects during fiscal year 1955. 

The projects involved and their fiscal year 1955 allotments are as follows: 


Fiscal year 1958 
Project allotment 

Boise-drainage (Kuna Irrigation District), Idaho__-.........------ $2, 800 
Buffalo Rapids-First Division, Montana_______....-.--.---------- 121, 000 
Buffalo Rapids, second division, Montana_---_...-.--.------------ 80, 000 
Milk River, Fresno’ Dam, Mont. 220022 22, 000 


In addition, the fiscal year 1955 program includes two pees. Boise, Anderson 
Ranch Dam, Idaho, and Grants Pass, Savage Rapids Dam, Oreg., financed en- 
tirely from prior year funds. 


Repayment 

The reimbursable portion of the costs to be incurred by the work on these proj- 
ects will be repaid by contracts in force or currently under negotiation, except in 
the case of the Pine River project for which legislation is pending to make non- 
reimbursable the cost of the additional work. 


Justification 

Work involved in the drainage and minor completion program consists of the 
drainage operations and miscellaneous minor cleanup and rectification work which 
normally must be done at the completion of a project. The amounts involved 
are small as compared to the total estimated cost of the works with which they are 
connected. Work of this nature must be accomplished in order to place the proj- 
ect in a proper condition for turning over to water users or other operating organiza- 
tion rot to remove the project from the construction status. Funds should be 
provided in fiscal year 1955 to accomplish an orderly continuation of these minor 
activities which follow after completion of the major construction operations on 
the projects involved. 


Boise project, Kuna Irrigation District, Idaho 


Description 

The Kuna Irrigation District comprising 48,888 acres of irrigable land is located 
approximately 20 miles southwest of Boise, Idaho. Irrigation water is obtained 
from storage in Arrowrock and Anderson Ranch Reservoirs. All features are 
complete except additional drainage structures. 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 
During the year it is planned to spend $3,800 for deepening and realining exist- 
ing channels and to construct some additional new drains. 


Boise project, Payette Division, Idaho 

Description 

The etn Division consists of the 700,000 acre-foot capacity multiple-purpose 
Cascade Reservoir, and single-purpose irrigation facilities for serving 51,760 acres 
of land in southwestern Idaho. sncerld Hestivolt in addition to storing water 
for the Payette Division lands, will serve future power and irrigation develop- 
ments in the Payette, Boise, and Snake River Valleys. Irrigation water is 
diverted from the Payette River at Black Canyon Dam near Emmett, Idaho, 
through the Black Canyon main canal and appurtenant distribution system. 
Some 26,760 acres located below the canal are irrigated by gravity flow, while the 
remaining 25,000 acres of higher land are watered by pumping from the canal. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


Extension and rectification of the Willow Creek wasteway will be complete 
and the basic drainage system extended to provide for the current needs. 


Buffalo Rapids project, first division, Montana 
Description 
The first division lands consisting of 15,700 acres are located along the north 
bank of the Yellowstone River in Prairie and Dawson Counties in eastern Montana. 
Irrigation water is pumped from the Yellowstone River. The project is complete 
except for the drainage features which will be approximately 55 percent complete 
as of June 30, 1954. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 
Construction of drainage ditches and structures will be continued. 


Buffalo Rapids project, second division, Montana 
Description 
The second division consists of 11,600 irrigable acres and is located in eastern 
Montana, in Prairie and Custer Counties along the south bank of the Yellowstone 
River from which water for irrigation is pumped. All construction is complete 
except for the drainage features. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

Seepage and water level studies will be continued and drainage structures 
built as required. 

Deschutes project, north unit, Oregon 

Description 

The primary pu of the project, located in Deschutes and Jefferson Counties, 
is to provide a full water supply for the irrigation of 50,000 acres through the 
construction of Wickiup Reservoir, a main canal 65 miles in length, and a system 
of laterals. The project also furnishes supplemental water to 49,233 ecres in 
established irrigation districts through the construction of the Crane Prairie 
Reservoir. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

Program for fiscal year 1955 provides for construction of a permanent type 
residence for the reservoir superintendent, including shops and storage facilities, 
and also provides for reconstruction of the check structure at the Crooked River 
crossing wasteway. ‘This will complete all of the work contemplated at this 
time, although some additional work at a later date may be required depending 
upon future developments. 
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Milk River project, Fresno Dam, Mont. 
Description 

The Milk River project supplies water for about 124,000 acres of land in Blaine, 
Glacier, Phillips, and Valley Counties in north central Montana. ‘The project 
is divided into Chinook, Malta, and Glasgow Divisions. Storage is provided in 
Sherburne Lakes, Fresno, and Nelson Reservoirs. The work proposed for this 
project includes principally the completion of Fresno Dam which had not been 
accomplished because of the settlement of the main embankment since 
construction. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 
The program for fiscal year 1955 consists of the acquisition and installation 
of communication equipment. This will complete all work under this program. 


Pine River project, Colorado 

Description 

The Pine River project is located in southwestern Colorado. The Bureau of 
Reclamation is concerned only with the Vallecito Dam and Reservoir with avail- 
able storage capacity to supply water to about 69,000 acres of land. However, 
only 34,000 acres are served with present facilities. Construction was complete 
on this feature in 1941 except for the dam crest and roadway which were pur- 
posely left incomplete until such time as the earth fill dam attained the proper 
degree of stability and some reservoir clearing work. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 
Work will be completed on the reservoir clearing. This will terminate all con- 
struction activity on this project. 


Shoshone project, Wyoming 
Description 
The Shoshone project is located in Park, Bighorn, and Carbon Counties in 
northwestern Wyoming and provides a full water supply to approximately 112,000 
— of semiarid land. The power system has an installed capacity of 10,600 
ilowatts. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

The program for this fiscal year includes continuation of construction of canal 
and lateral lining, channel and bank protection, installation of measuring devices, 
extension of the drainage system, settler assistance and completion of land 
reclassification as a basis for formation of a repayment contract and amendment 
of farm unit layout. 


Sun River project, Greenfields division, Montana 
Description 
This project is located in north-central Montana in Teton and Cascade Coun- 
ties. Project works extend along the north side of the Sun River and are capable 
of furnishing a full supply of water to about 85,000 acres. Work on this project 
is complete except for drainage construction and some improvements on the 
canal system as requested by the irrigation district. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 


Construction of the drainage features and improvements on the canal system 
will be continued during the year. 
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Schedule of constructien program fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Total to Program, F rogram, 
Program item Estimated | June 30, | current budget’ | Balanceto 
total 1953 year 1954 | year 1955 | Complete 


(2) (3) (4) 


W. C, Austin project, Oklahoma. $12, 315, 434 |$12, 312, 069 $3, 365 
Boise project, Anderson Ranch Dam, 

Boise project, drainage, Idaho____.______.. 85, 630 36, 782 1, 000 
Boise project, Payette division, Idaho ____- 17, 074, 000 | 16, 819, 685 100, 000 
Buffalo Rapids, Ist division, Montana____- 2).460, 518 | 2,091, 513 70, 000 
Buffalo Rapids, 2d division, Montana____- 2,134,593 | 1,718, 593 90, 000 
Deschutes project, north unit, Oregon. _...| 11, 280, 252 | 10, 475,488 15, 400 
Grants Pass project, Savage Rapids Dam, 

Mancos project, Colorado... 4, 229,132 | 3,879,132 
Milk River project, Fresno Dam, Mont__-| 2,029,850 | 1,844, 469 163,381 | = 22, 000 |._________-- 
Minidoka project, Gooding division, Idaho_| 6,676,186 | 6,605, 595 2,000 |... 
Mirage Flats project, 8, 103,731 | 3,044,064 
Pine River project, Colorado. 3, 341 3, 291 25,000 | 25,000 

750 


3,852,415 | 3,887, 415 
24, 000, 000 | 21,076,672} 300,000 | 519,200 | 2, 104, 128 


Montana. 9,025,760 | 9, 588,814 34, 000 125, 000 177, 955 

Tucumeari project, New 16, 560, 652 | 16, 104, 152 

Total obligations. .................-- 151, 243, 554 |144, 665,956 | 1,467,845 | 1,107,352 4, 002, 401 
Method of financing: 


Allotment, fiseal year 
Prior year balance available 
Balance available in subsequent year_- 
Allotments required. 


1 Includes $76,500 emergency funds. 


Mr. McPuatm. I have the statement for the record, which I would 
like to submit. 
(The material referred to follows: ) 


STATEMENT ON DRAINAGE AND Minor CoMPLETION PROGRAM 


On practically every irrigation and power development project undertaken by 
the Bureau of Reclamation, there remains a certain amount of work to be _ 
formed after the project is functiorally complete and in an operating status. his 
finishing work often consists of small amounts of unforeseen repair and replace- 
ment work or structure rectification found necessary as the result of actual opera- 
tion, and this work must be performed in order to insure a satisfactory condition 
before the facilities are turned over to the future operating entities. 

The bulk of this work, however, normally represents the construction of drainage 
facilities. Prior to and during actual construction, it is practically impossible to 
predict with any degree of certainty the extent and location of drains to prevent 
waterlogging of the farmland. 

It is only after the irrigation system has been placed.in operation and experience 
gained in the application of water to the particular soil and terrain of the project 
that it is possible to determine the drainage requirements. Often the construction 
of these facilities must extend over several years as new seeped areas develop 
under irrigation. 

The amounts required for the performance of this type of work on each project 
is relatively small compared to the total dollar investment and does not justify 
a full submission year after year for each individual project. 

In keeping with the expressed desires of the Appropriation Committees, these 
projects have been grouped into the drainage and minor completion program for 
simplicity of presentation, 

In fiscal year 1955, there will be 11 projects active in the drainage and minor 
completion program. An allotment request of $1 million, with prior year funds 
of $107,352, will provide for a total program of $1,107,352. Of this amount 
$660,000 will be used for extension and improvements of the drainage facilities 
on 6 of these projects. 


| |} 
San Luis Valley 
Colorado 
Shoshone project, W yomir 
Sun_River_ project, Greensfield d 1 
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These funds are essential to maintain lands now in production by correction 
of a serious drainage problem now existing and to safeguard these areas where 
evidence of waterlogging through seepage is becoming apparent. The balance of 
the funds will be required for replacement, repair, and minor improvements 
which must be performed before the project can be placed in a satisfactory 
operating condition, the construction organization disbanded, and the facilities 
turned over to the future water users for operation and maintenance, 

The projects involved and their fiscal year 1955 programs are: 


Project Program 
Buffalo Rapids, lst division, Montana____._.........-.-----_-__- 121, 000 
Buffalo Rapids, 2d division, 80, 000 
Boise-Anderson ranch, Idaho. 10, 000 
Oregon... 55, 000 


Mr. Jensen. If none of these funds were allowed, on which projects 
would the water users complete the work themselves? Please supply 
that answer for the record. 

Mr. Linewraver. We will supply it for the record. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


STaTEMENT ON DRAINAGE AND MiINoR COMPLETION 


The drainage and minor completion program includes projects which are 
functionally complete but which require minor amounts of additional work; 
projects which are complete or virtually complete except for drainage; and proj- 
ects on which the only remaining work is drainage or recreation. The work con- 
sists of drainage, minor cleanup, and rectification work which normally must be 
done at the completion of a project. The amounts are very minor in comparison 
to the total estimated cost of the various projects. Work of this nature must be 
accomplished in order to place the project in a proper condition for turning over 
to water users or other operating organization and to remove the project from the 
construction status. Cost incurred for drainage and minor completion becomes 
a part of the total construction cost of the respective projects and is a part of 
the allocated irrigation costs repayable by the water users or from power revenues. 
None of the work covered by this estimate would be accomplished by the water 
users as a part of their annual operation and maintenance program, if this estimate 
is eliminated. 


REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT PROGRAM 


Mr. Jensen. You are asking for $1,500,000 for rehabilitation and 
betterment of existing projects. We will insert pages 409 through 
413 in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Milk River-Fresno Dam, 22, 000 
| 
Sun River-Greenfields, «125, 000 
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REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT OF EXISTING PRoJEcTS 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Summarized financial data 


Allotment, fiscal year $918, 459 
Prior year balance available____________-_-_________- 737, 358 
Balance available in subsequent years.__....__.___-_- — 16, 303 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1954___...._._.__-_.__.-_._. 1, 639, 514 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955_..._-_-.-...----...22..-- $1, 500, 000 
Prior year balance available__..........-.-.--------- 16, 303 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1955__....._......---.-.-_--- 1, 516, 303 
Authorization 


Rehabilitation and betterment work on existing projects was authorized by the 
- of October 7, 1949 (63 Stat. 724), amended by the act of March 3, 1950 (64 
tat. 11). 


Location 


The program for fiscal year 1955 embraces rehabilitation and betterment work 
on 10 reclamation projects located in 8 of the 17 Western States. The States in 
which work is proposed are Arizona, California, Idaho, Montana, Nebraska, 
Oregon, South Dakota, and Wyoming. 


Description 


The rehabilitation and betterment program was initiated by a series of surveys 
made with general investigation funds in 1947 and 1948. The surveys included 
51 Bureau of Reclamation projects or units of projects, on which construction 
was initiated as far back as 1906. It was found that many structures had far 
exceeded their useful life and, because of the many changes in land use, methods 
of irrigation, and types of crops raised, it was apparent that the irrigation facilities 
must not only be rehabilitated but that betterments were needed to place the 
older projects on a basis comparable to projects now being constructed. Where 
extensive rehabilitation is necessary, the amount of such work that can be ac- 
complished in any one year depends in many cases upon the length of time avail- 
able between irrigation seasons. 


Repayment 


In accordance with the authorizing act, provision for full reimbursement must 
be completed before rehabilitation and betterment activities are initiated. 


Status 


As a result of the 1947-48 surveys, those projects most urgently needing rehabili- 
tation and betterment assistance were selected fox initial participation in the pro- 
gram. Nine projects received allotments from the first year’s appropriation for 
this work in fiscal year 1949 and some of the most necessary rebahilitation and 
betterment was accomplished. 

Additional projects have been added from year to year as repayment arrange- 
ments have been completed and funds made available. The fiscal year 1954 pro- 
gram now in progress includes work on 10 projects. 

The overall rehabilitation and betterment program is now comprised of 12 
projects and an entry for additional projects. Of the total of 12 projects, work 
on 1 project will be completed in 1954. One project has been added to the program 
for fiseal year 1955 and one temporarily deferred until 1956. The entry for 
additional projects represents the anticipated remaining rehabilitation and better- 
ment work which cannot be accurately identified with specific projects at this 
time. ‘ 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

Rehabilitation and Betterment work on 10 projects listed in the justification 
will be carried on during the year. This work will include replacement of obsolete 
or deteriorated structures and the improvement of facilities not presently adequate 
to meet current requirements. Typical examples of the work to be undertaken 
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during the fiscal year to accomplish the rehabilitation and betterment program 
are: Replacement of timber structures, resolution of drainage problems, placing 
rock riprap for canal bank stabilization, placement of canal and lateral linings 
installation of measuring devices, and other work incident to more efficient 
operation. 


Justification 

Some of the work is already under way while more is programed for initiation 
in fiscal year 1955. Funds are essential to make payments under contracts for 
construction and materials and for related supervision and engineering costs. 
Deferral of this urgently needed rehabilitation work can only result in bad condi- 
tions becoming progressively worse and rehabilitation costs becoming greaier. 
On the other hand, accomplishment of the rehabilitation and betterment program 
will serve to protect the Federal investment in these interests, and the livelihood 
of the water users by restoring their facilities to good operating conditions. 

Included in the fiscal year 1955 program are the following projects with their 
allotment requests: 


Project and State 
Bitter Root project, Montana 
Klamath project, Oregon-California 
Milk River project, Montana 
North Platte project, Nebraska-W yoming 
Riverton, Wyoming 
Salt River project, Arizona 
Shoshone project, Wyoming 
Umatilla project, Oregon 


In addition, the fiscal year 1955 program includes minor work totaling $16,303 
on two projects, Belle Fourche, 8. Dak., and Boise-Black Caynon Dam. Idaho 
financed from prior-year funds. * 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1956 


Program item budget 


year 1955 


Estimated | Total to | Program, | Program, 
t 


otal 


( 


Belle Fourche project, South Dakota 
Bitter Root project, Montana 
Boise project, Black Canyon, Dam, Idaho-- 
Humboldt project, Nevada 
Klamath project, Oregon-California 
Milk River project, Montana 
North Platte project, Nebraska-W yoming- 
Riverton project, Wyoming 
Salt River project, Arizona 
Shoshone project, W 
River project, 

t 


projects 


Total obligations 1, 639, 514 
Method of financing: 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 918, 459 
Prior year balance available 737, 358 
Balance available in subsequent years. 


Mr. Jensen. Has provision been made for full reimbursement on 
all of the work scheduled for 1955? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. We have full reimbursement arrangements 
on any money we are requesting for rehabilitation and betterment. 


|| 
Fiscal year 1958 
allotment 
6, 500 
Balance to 
complete 
a: (3) (4) (5) (6) 
| $373, 687 $1, 000 $2, 600 $312, 906 
37, 237 8, 100 
498, 723 20, 595 13, 703 459, 646 
512, 457 205, 619 
} 2, 091, 653 450, 000 450, 000 668, 347 
1, 682, 870 104, 700 
| 3, 734, 999 674, 000 617, 000 974, 001 
| 689, 569 522, 569 117, 000 
10, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 
1, 516,303 | 12, 532, 900 
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TRANSMISSION DIVISION, MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. Transmission division, page 475. Construction esti- 
mate is $13 million. 

We will insert pages 475 through 486 in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Prosect Data 
Location 


The necessary facilities op ree to market power generated by Missouri River 
Basin plants include North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and portions of 
Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, Minnesota, and Iowa. 


Description 
The Transmission division consists of the power transmission facilities necessary 
-to interconnect and coordinate the operation of all Government powerplants in 
the Missouri River Basin to provide both firm and secondary power for irrigation 
mping, construction power, sales to municipalities, cooperatives, private 
utilities, and other wholesale customers. Powerplants have been constructed 
on the Riverton, Shoshone, North Platte, Kendrick and Missouri River Basin 
rojects. The powerplants constructed by the Bureau in the Missouri River 
asin will be interconnected by the transmission facilities of the Missouri River 
Basin project and will in turn be integrated with the Fort Peck, Fort Randall, 
Garrison, and Gavins Point powerplants being constructed by the Corps of 

Engineers. 


Status 


Major activity in the current year (fiscal year 1954) is as follows: 

Nebraska.—Procurement of equipment for the Bridgeport substation will be 
continued. Construction of the O’ Neill switching station will be initiated. Ex- 
—- of Fort Randall-O’ Neill line into the Fort Randall substation will be 
complete. 

Wyoming.—Construction will be completed on substations at North Cody and 
Meeteetse. Telemetering equipment installations will be completed at Ther- 
mopolis and Lovell substations. Designs and specifications will be completed 
and awarded for additions to Lovell substation for the Mountain States Power 
Co. Equipment and construction contracts will be awarded for Basin and De- 
shaw substations. Work will be continued on the Gering substation additions; 
completed on the conversion of the Glendo-Lusk transmission line and initiated 
on the Lusk rural substation. 

Montana.—Crow Creek substation will be completed. The Canyon Ferry-Kast 
Helena 115-kilovolt line will be connected to Canyon Ferry switchyard. 

North Dakota.—Equipment awards will be made for distribution substations 
for the western half of the Heart River irrigation unit. Corrective construc- 
tion and the extension into the Garrison powerplant switchyard of the Williston- 
Garrison 115-kilovolt line will be completed. Construction of the Garrison-Voltaire 
115-kilovolt line to the Garrison powerplant switchyard will be initiated. Valley 
City substation additions will be started. Lakota substation additions on the 
Central North Dakota 115-kilovolt loop, and final drawings on the loop lines and 
substations will be completed. Cleanup and final payments will be made on 
Custer Trail and DeVaul substations. The Jamestown-Fargo 230-kilovolt 
transmission line, Fargo substation, and Jamestown 230-kilovolt substation 
additions will be placed under contract. Warehouses will be constructed at 
Fargo and Grand Forks. Construction will continue on 230-kilovolt substation 
additions at Washburn, and Bismarck, and on the 230-kilovolt Bismarck-Mobridge 
a The 230-kilovolt Garrison-Bismarck line will be extended into the switch- 
yard. 

South Dakota.—Construction will be completed on the Fort Randall-Oahe 
230-kilovolt transmission line and the Oahe-Midland 115-kilevolt transmission 
line. Construction of the Oahe-Mobridge 230-kilovolt transmission line and 
Fort Randall-Sioux City 230-kilovolt transmission line will continue. Construc- 
tion and equipment contracts ‘will be awarded for the Oahe temporary substation 
and the Pierre substation. Completion contracts for the Sioux City substation 
will be awarded. Supply and construction contracts will be awarded for the 
Big Bend-Huron-Watertown-Granite Falls 230-kilovolt transmission line and 
Granite Falls substation. The entire East River 115-kilovolt loop will be changed 
over from 69-kilovolt to 115-kilovolt operation, as will substations at Sioux Falls, 
Flandreau, Brookings, Watertown, Summit, Groton, Huron, Woonsocket, Mt. 
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Vernon, Armour, Tyndall and Beresford. In addition, 69-kilovolt service will be 
extended to the L. and O. Cooperative, to the cities of Flandreau and Brookings, 
and to Ottertail Power Co., Northwestern Public Service Co., and Central Electric 
and Gas Co. Equipment and construction contracts will be awardea for 230- 
kilovolt additions to Watertown substation. Additional transformer capacity 
will be placed on order for power deliveries to Northwestern Public Service Co. 
at Groton substation and Armour substation, and for the city of Beresford at 
Beresford substation. Cleanup will be accomplished on the Wicksville, Wall, 
Philip and Midland substations, the Rapid City and Weaver substations will be 
completed, except for synchronous condensors at Rapid City, and the line and 
substation will be changed over to 115-kilovolt operation. Construction of 
Gregory, Bonesteel, and Winner substations will be completed, the lines will be 
tied into the switchyard, and all features will be energized at 115-kilovolts. 
Carrier current communication equipment, supervisory control and telemetering 
equipment, and other operating equipment will be installed. Work will be started 
and completed on the river crossing from the East River loop to the transmission 
lines of the N. P. P. 8. 


Repayment 
The revenue from the sale of electrical energy will provide for the return to the 


Treasury of the entire cost of the transmission division in accordance with the 
prescribed provision of reclamation law. 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1938. 
Advanced p. ing, 1947. 
Construction, 1947, 
Date of functional completion of construction: After fiseal year 1959. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment. of appropriations for construction: 
Fiseal year 1947, $341,000. 


Original estimated $68, 000, 000 
Allocation of cost: Power 

Present estimated cost. _ 343, 912, 421 


The total estimated cost of the transmission division has been increased from 
$338,851 ,661 to $343,912,421 (anticipated total obligations, $343,716,935). This 
increase is due to higher cost of materials and labor; the inclusion of the Casper- 
Sheridan transmission line except for the Casper-Midwest section, the deletion 
of the overhead ground-wire replacement on the Gering-Sidney transmission line 
and other engineering modifications. 


Schedule of development 


Fiscal yess Fiscal year 
19 1 


Power rates: Mills per kilowatt-hour: 
Firm at 50 percent load factor 5.5 
Nonfirm (average) ; 3.0 


ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATLON 
Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations $343, 716, 935 
Total obligations to June 30, 1953 56, 141, 810 
Allotment, fiscal year 1954 $11, 693, 918 
Prior year balance - goed -al 11, 903, 797 

Balance available in subsequent years 


_ Total obligations, fiscal year 18, 592, 715 
Allotment, fiscal year 1955... $13, 000, 000 
Prior year balance available 5, 000 


Total obligations, fiscal year 13, 005, 000 
Balance to complete 260, 977, 410 


to es $62,980 reallotted in fiscal year 1952 for ‘‘Emergency flood and storm repair’ which was returned 


Costs 
Through 
fiscal year Ultimate 
1952 
5.5 5.5 

fl 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

The work proposed for fiscal year 1955 is as follows: 

Nebraska.—W ork will be completed on the Bridgeport substation and O’ Neill 
switching station, Purchase and installation of metering equipment in connection 
with wheeling of power to preference customers will be undertaken in the States 
both of Nebraska and Iowa. 

Wyoming.—Continuation of construction on the Gering substation additions, 
basin substation, the Heart Mountain switchyard additions and the Lovell 
substation additions. Initiation of construction on Alcova-Gering transmission 
line, additional bays for Alcova switchyard, phase II of Glendo substation, and 
Powell and Ralston substations. Completion of construction on Deshaw sub- 
station and Lusk rural substation. 

North Dakota.—Extensions into the Garrison switchyard will be completed 
for the 2 Garrison-Bismarck 230-kilovolt lines and the Williston-Garrison and 
Garrison-Voltaire 115-kilovolt lines. The Garrison-Fort Peck temporary line 
and substation will be removed. The Bismarck-Mobridge 230-kilovolt transmis- 
sion line and 230-kilovolt Bismarck and Washburn substation additions will be 
completed. Construction of distribution substations and an addition to the 
DeVaul substation will be completed to serve Heart Butte Irrigation Unit. Addi- 
tions to Valley City substations will be completed. Construction of the James- 
town-Fargo 230-kilovolt line and substations at Jamestown and Fargo will 
continue. Construction will be started on the Edgeley-Groton 115-kilovolt 
transmission line, the Ellendale substation, and the Edgeley substation additions. 

South Dakota.—The , peoerem for fiscal year 1955 provides for completion of 
the Oahe-Mobridge 230-kilovolt line, the initial stage of the Rapid City sub- 
station, Oahe temporary substation, and customer interconnections at Armour, 
Beresford, and Groton substations. Construction will continue on the Fort 
Randall-Sioux City 230-kilovolt line and substation, the Big Bend-Huron-Water- 
town-Granite Falls 230-kilovolt line and the Granite Falls and Pierre substations. 
Work will be initiated on the Gavins Point Tap-Gavins Point 115-kilovolt tap 
line, the Yankton substation, a customer interconnection at Sioux Falls sub- 
station and the 230-kilovolt system interconnection at Watertown substation 
with the 230-kilovolt line to Granite Falls. 

Preliminary engineering and economic surveys and reconnaissance investiga- 
tions will continue in all States for the orderly development of the transmission 
system consistent with market supply and demand conditions and the availability 
of personnel to perform requiled work. Necessary substation additions and 
facilities to serve REA’s and other customers, either direct or via wheeling, 
including the purchase and installation of meters, will be made as required. 


Justification 


Electric power requirements in the areas to be served by the transmission lines 
under construction or presently proposed continue to grow as new customers are 
connected, new appliances and uses of power come on the market and load factors 
improve. There is at the present time a developing deficiency of power in these 
areas, but powerplants under construction within the basin by the Bureau and 
the Corps of Engineers will be of material assistance in meeting this deficiency. 
Federally constructed electric energy ay units at Kortes, Angostura, and 
Bovsen are in service, and at Canyon Ferry, Garrison, and Fort Randall are pro- 
gressing rapidly toward completion. Initial capacity of these units will total 
502,200 kilowatts. Interim use of transmission facilities in North and South 
Dakota pending completion of generating units has been contracted for and placed 
in effect to alleviate growing scarcity of power in relation to existing — 

Also, as the marketing agency for federally generated Missouri River Basin 
power, the Bureau of Reclamation is responsible for disposing of electric energy 
to wholesale purchasers in accordance with existing law. The completion of the 
transmission lines and substations has been scheduled at the most practical and 
economical rate possible to coincide with the initial ohne a generating 
capacity. Funds are required in fiscal year 1955 to eontinue the orderly pro- 
gram of transmission construction between powerplants and load centers, as well 
as between powerplants wherever it is feasible in order to maximize firm power 
output by interconnection. Already, several major private utility companies and 
cooperatives, municipalities, and irrigation units are receiving the benefits of Mis- 
souri River Basin project hydroelectric power. Others are awaiting completion 


of the facilities p 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 


Total to | Program, 

Program item June 30, | current 
1953 year 1954 | year 1955 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
Region 6 


Missouri-Oahe (Fort Randall-Oahe): 

Advanced construction program: 
Sioux Falls-Brookings 115-kilovolt 
transmission line and substa- 


ti 
Brookings- Watertown 115-kilovolt 
line and substa- 


$3, 106, 500 | $1, 451, 495 $60, 000 


3, 583, 500 | 1, 157, 501 : 267, 000 
Witertous- Groton-Huron-Ar 
mour 115-kilovolt transmission 
line and substations. ___.____.._- 7, 371, 400 | 3, 898, 740 222, 200 
Armour-Fort Randall-G a vines 
Point-Sioux Falls 115-kilovolt 
line and substa- 


Rapid City-Midland 115-kilovolt 
transmission line and substa- 
tions 4, 691,000 | 2, 400, 503 216, 497 

Fort "Randail- Winner 115-kilovolt 
transmission line and substa- 


tions. . 600 1, 252, 611 
Normal construction proj 


gram: 
Fort Randall-Oahe-M o bridge- 
Garrison 230-kilovolt transmis- 
sion lines and substations 22, 136,000 | 9, 030, 190 
‘ort Randall-Sioux City 230-kilo- 
Folt transmission lines and sub- 
station 13, 665, 000 1, 866, 906 
Oahe-Midland 115-kilovolt trans- 
mission line and substations 1, 135, 000 646, 200 
Bend-Huron-W atertown- 
iranite Falls 230-kilovolt trans- 
mission lines and substations. --..| 17, 063, 000 41, 042 
Missouri-Souris (Garrison): 
Advanced construction program: 
Central North Dakota —- 10, 777, 000 | 10, 737, 000 
Normal construction 
Bismarck-DeV; Kilovolt 
transmission line and substa- 
tions 905, 000 580, 883 
Williston-Garrison 115-kilovolt 
transmission line and substa- 
tions 2, 468, 000 2, 367, 417 
Garrison-Voltaire 115-kilovolt ex- 
tension into switchyard 61, 000 
Valley City substation additions 
Devils Lake substation additions__ 
Jamestown-Fargo 230-kilovolt 
transmission line and substation.| 8, 238, 000 
Edgeley-Groton 115-kilovolt trans- 
mission line and substations 1, 764, 000 1, 514, 000 
Lakota-Grand Forks 115-kilovolt 
transmission line and substa- 
tions 4, 342, 000 4, 332. 770 
Fargo-Grand Forks 115-kilovolt 
transmission lin 1, 136, 000 1, 136, 000 
Upper Missouri (Canyon Ferry): 
Crow Creek substation. 119, 000 15, 746 
Canyon Ferry-East Helena (double 
circuit) 115-kilovolt transmission line. 287, 000 1, 913 
Big Horn (Boysen): 
69-kilovolt transmis- 
sion lin 153, 000 4,723 
ysen-Lovell 115-kilovolt 
transmiss! es and substations...| 4, 176,000 313, 813 
Lovell- Yellowtail kilovolt trans- 
mission lin 770, 000 202, 816 
Taplines, substations, and equipment to 
service REA’s and other customers §, 802, 031 , 4, 744, 115 


3, 343,000 | 2, 190, 590 201, 258 


Balance to 
complete 
(6) 
+ $860, 005 
1, 767, 999 
| 2,628, 460 
299, 152 
1, 344, 000 
42590—54—-pt. 2-24 


1100 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955—Continued 


Estimated | Totalto | Program, | Program, | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, current budget complete 
1953 year 1954 | year 1955 


(1) (4) (5) (6) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM—continued 
Region 6—Continued 


General $2, 449, 601 
System tnctiities (microwave) 000 
ature smission lines, indefinite 000 
1 165, 327, 281 


218, 820, 208 
163 


Total cost 
facilities 


644, 907 
215, 437 

Operation ‘and maintenance “during “con- 
struction 82, 662 
Translers, credits, and other expenditures. —484, 333 


Total expenditures 44, 282, 369 | 14, 454, 279 
Unliquidated obligations 1, 229, 846 |—1, 229 846 


Total obligations (region 6) 45, 512, 215 | 13, 224, 433 | 11, 979, 000 
Region 7 


North Platte area: 

Gering-Sterling, 115-kilovolts and re- 
lated substations , 797, 1, 661, 838 
Sidney- pa 115-kilovolts and re- 
lated substations 1, 289, 288 | 1, 088, 035 
Gering-Chadron, 115-kilovolts and re- 
lated substations . 1, 687,412 | 1, 494, 149 
Seminoe-Sinclair, 115-kilovolts and re- 
lated substations 658, 992 658, 992 
Alcova-Gering, -kiiovolts and re- 
lated substations 4, 336, 000 565, 687 
Cheyenne-Pine, Bluffs 115-kilovolt 
and related substations 603, 930 
Casper-Gering, 115-kilov: oltsand related 
substations 4, 724, 723 
Glendo- my 69-kilovolts and related 
substations 432, 000 

lines, indefinite classi- 
7, 075, 360 
435, 000 


23, 040, 421 


South Platte 

Fort Randall- O'Neill, 115-kilovolt 
transmission line and O’Neill switch- 
ing station (substation) 627, 000 

Gavins Point-Nebraska line 119, 116 

Nebraska and lowa 
metering equipment 121, 800 

Transmission lines, indefinite classi- 
fication 


Subtotal, South Platte area 


Total cost 
Service facilities 
Stores 


Transfers, credits, and other expenditures. 


Total expenditures 10, 387, 877 
Unliquidated obligations 241, 718 


Total obligations, region 7 , 449, 10, 629, 595 
Total obligations, regions 6 and 7. __- 56, 141, 810 
Method of financing: 
Allotment, fiscal year 
nee available in su uen 
Allotments required 


813, 000 | 43, 823, 696 | 14, 897,096 | 12, 272, 000 | 
an —37, 000 44, 729 — 223, 166 
| 204, 560 |" —21, 233. | 172, 181 
| 218, 552, 060 
100, 000 
337, 000 3, 433, 313 
129, 000 462, 547 1, 397, 815 
162, 000 25, 000 48, 535 
Subtotal, North Platte area_-........| 9, 191, 857 539, 000 894, 025 12, 415, 539 
435, 765 51, 718 138, 200 1,317 
735 5, 000 100, 000 16, 065 
167, 088 |... 90, 023, 451 
R$. «=| 31, 059, 000 608, 249 171, 718 228, 200 | 30, 040, 833 
-na------------------------] 54,099, 421 | 9, 800, 106 710,718 | 1,132,225 | 42, 456, 372 
207, 342 —94,000 | —106, 225 —7,117 

Operations and maintenance during con- 

80,507 | —73,879| —6,718 
| 

368, 282 | 1,026,000 | 42, 425, 350 

13, 592,715 | 13, 005,000 | 260, 977, 410 
|.|------------} 13,000,000 | 260, 977, 400 
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NEW CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Jensen. Will someone go to the map and name the new ines 
and facilities included in the budget and explain why they are needed. 
Tell us how much you are requesting for new lines and how much to 
carry on construction of transmission lines already under construction? 

r. McPuatt. First, Mr. Chairman, if I may, I will point out the 
only two lines involved in new construction. One of them is the line 
from Edgeley to Groton. 

Mr. JensEN. That isin South Dakota? 

Mr. McPuatu. That extends from Edgeley in North Dakota to 
Groton in South Dakota. It is primarily to effect the tie between the 
existing system in North Dakota and that in South Dakota for better 
operations and increased capacity. 

Mr. Jensen. To firm up the energy between dams? 

Mr. McPuat. Yes, sir, for that, and also as an operating medium 
to afford standby in the event of outages on adjacent systems. 

Mr. Jensen. That connects at Groton in South Dakota to the loop 
that runs from Randall Dam north to Groton, then over to Summit, 
then almost down to Yankton and then back to Fort Randall? 

Mr. McPuat. That is right. The other new line is the line from 
Alcova in Wyoming to Gering in Nebraska. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the purpose of that? 

Mr. McPuait. The purpose is to provide additional capacity to 

et the generation from the various plants on the North Platte River 
into the major load center and to improve the operations of that 
system. 

Mr. Jensen. It would appear that you are paralleling the already 
existing lines there, are you not? 

Mr. McPuatit. We will parallel the existing lines. 

Mr. Jensen. Are they Federal lines? 

Mr. McPuatt. Yes, sir; they are. We are bringing in 36,000 kilo- 
watts of new capacity in Alecova. Our study shows that operating 
conditions with this new capacity will tend to become unstable through 
the next 2 or 3 years. 

Mr. JensEN. Most of that line is in what State? 

Mr. McPuait. Most of it is in Wyoming. It runs into Gering, 
Nebr., where we have a major switching installation. 

Mr. Jensen. Have the private utilities indicated that they would 
be willing to build those lines with their own money? 

Mr. McPuait. No, sir; they have not. So far as I know, they have 
no interest in it. The only private utility line in the area is one run- 
ning from Guernsey to Casper, a line of low voltage which was built 
9 owe § to get power from the Guernsey powerplant back toward 

asper. 

Mr. Jensen. Will that line supply power to farmers where needed? 

Mr. McPuam. That is correct. e have very large farm loads 
building up in this general area, a lot involving irrigation pumping. 
This will stabilize the supply to those rural areas. 

“ ty JENSEN. Is that a substation or something up there close to 

u 


) 
| / 
) 
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Mr. McPuat. Yes, sir. This is the reconversion of a substation 
originally built for 33,000 volts which has become inadequate to 
handle the load. It is being converted to a 66,000-volt arrangement. 

Mr. Jensen. That is all your new projects, I believe. 

Mr. Curnton. Did you want the costs on those? 

Mr. Jensen. No; you can supply that for the record. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


EpGEeLey-Groton 115-K1LovoL_t TRANSMISSION LINE AND SUBSTATION 
Estimate of appropriations 


Estimated expenditures through fiscal year 1954 
Program, fiscal year 195 
Balance to complete 


Total estimated cost 
Description of facilities 
This line is between Edgeley, N. Dak., and Groton, 8. Dak.; construction is of 
wood-pole, H-frame; there are terminal facilities required at Edgeley substation 
and substation transformation at Ellendale substation for customer requirements. 


Status of construction 


Estimated 
percent com- 
plete June 

30, 1954 


‘Transmission line 
Ellendale substation 
Edgeley substation terminal facilities 


This transmission line and substation will market power from the basin power 
system to the Northern Electric Coumrrared FEM Electric Association, Cam- 

Jal Electric Cooperative, Central Electric Association, James Valley Electric 
Cooperative, and the Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. It will also interconnect the 
115-kilovolt systems in North Dakota and South Dakota assuring reliable service 
and permitting emergency transfer of power. 
Work proposed, fiscal year 1955, $250,000 

It is proposed that design, issuance of specifications, contract award, and con- 
tract payments be made for the line and substation at Ellendale. 


CONTINUING CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. JensEN. Now, point out the lines under construction. 

Mr. Curnton. I can give you the large ones, Mr. Chairman: 
The Jamestown-Fargo line. e are proposing to continue construc- 
tion in the amount of $1,365,000; the Fargo substation, $665,000; 
the Jamestown substation additions—— 

Mr. JENSEN. I think at one time this committee did not favor 
one of those lines. What was it that this committee turned down 
at one time? 

Mr. gems I think it was the line to Grand Forks, if I recall 
correctly. 

Mr. Jensen. And you are asking for no line there now? 

Mr. McPuatt. No, sir. 


iz 
$250, 000 
PURPOSE 


1103 


Mr. Crinton. The other large 230-kilovolt line is the Big Bend to 
Granite Falls line. 

Mr. Jensen. We allowed construction funds for that last year? 

Mr. Curntron. Yes. Continuing construction will require $2,877,000, 
for the line in 1955, and for the substation at Granite Falls, $123,000. 

Mr. JENSEN. Is it necessary for the Government to build that 
substation? 

Mr. McPaatt. I think it is; yes, sir. That was the agreement that 
was finally reached with the various interests in western Minnesota. 

Mr. Curnton. The other large line is the Fort Randall-Sioux City 
line, which is also 230 kilovolts. It requires $1,557,000 for the line, 
and $700,000 for the substation at Sioux City. 

The other part of the main backbone line, down the river-—— 

Mr. Jensen. When will that line be completed? 

Mr. Cirnton. The Sioux City line will be completed in April 1955 
and the substation in June 1955. 

Mr. Jensen. When will the line to Granite Falls be completed? 

Mr. Curnton. In June 1956. The Big Bend-Granite Falls line will 
be completed in June 1956. 

The other two major 230-kilovolt lines in that backbone system still 
under construction are: The stretch from Bismarck to Oahe. It will 
require $1,357,000 for that in 1955 to continue construction on it. 
That schedule is to back up the Sioux City schedule, that is, to have 
it also completed by June 1955. 

Mr. Jensen. A few months ago I requested the Bureau to ascertain 
the feasibility of running a line from Fargo direct to Granite Falls. 
What was the finding of the Department? 

Mr. McPuat. I don’t know if that has been given to you yet or 
not, Mr. Jensen. The line would be very desirable from an operatin 
standpoint when we have additional power to put into this genera 
area west of Minnesota, which would probably be when the Oahe 
plant comes in. That will be about 1960 or 1961. 

The applications that have been received for power in this eastern 
division of the Missouri Basin indicates the lines now proposed and 
those under construction will be sufficient to handle the disposal of 
the power that will be available, and the applications I might say are 
greatly in excess of the amount of power that will be available. 

Mr. Jensen. So your findings disclose that not until the Oahe Dam 
and the powerplant output from that dam could be thrown into the 
system would it be feasible or proper to build a tie line from Fargo to 
Granite Falls? 

Mr. McPuat. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Chairman, I want to say I am grateful to the 
members of the Reclamation Service for coming up and presenting 
what I think is a very good case. I mean that with sincerity. I am 
thankful that you chose to take it up when I was able to be here, 
because down through the years I have enjoyed my membership on 
this committee. I am glad I have sat through the hearings on this 
reclamation matter. I have enjoyed the way you have presented it. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We cabbaitity appreciate your knowledge of our 
affairs. It certainly makes it much easier for us to have members of 
the committee who do know first hand the problems in the area in 
which we are investigating and working. 


| 
\ 
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Mr. JeNsEN. I want to say on the record that I feel as Mike Kirwan 
does about how well you folks have carried on your duties before this 
committee this year and how well you have answered our questions. 

It is a pleasure to sit on a committee when you feel your questions 
are going to be answered truthfully and honestly. 

I say again that 1 want to back Mike Kirwan up in the statement 
he made about our old friend Goodrich Lineweaver. He always 
fought for the things that this committee thought were most im- 
portant. He would give us the facts and tell us the truth, and we 
always honored him for it. We continue to honor him for it. 

What part of the funds are scheduled to be used for preliminary 
engineering economic surveys, and reconnaissance investigations for 
extension of the transmission network? 

Mr. McPuat. No general investigations funds are scheduled for 
use on preliminary engineering economic surveys or reconnaissance 
investigation for extension of the transmission network. 


ECONOMIC STUDIES 


Mr. Jensen. To what extent does the Bureau’s economic and power 
market studies duplicate work being done by the Federal Power 
Commission? How do you justify this duplication? Several Bureau 
personnel have expressed the opinion that these economic studies are 
too expensive and unjustified. 

Mr. McPuam. The Bureau conducts economic studies to deter- 
mine the feasibility of a project and the rate that power will have to 
be sold to pay out the project. These studies also determine the 
type, size, and operation of the project in conjunction with other 
projects and their effect on the area. This type of economic study 
is not made by the FPC, 

The power market studies by local areas as well as river basin 
areas are made by the FPC. These studies are not duplicated by 
the Bureau and are used as the basic power market data in Bureau 
project studies. Specific requirements may necessitate that the Bu- 
reau supplement information in FPC market studies, but there is 
no duplication of work between the FPC and the Bureau. Power 
market studies of the Colorado River Basin, the Missouri River Basin 
and of other areas which have been made by FPC have been use 
by the Bureau as basic market data. 


BEND-HURON-WATERTOWN-GRANITE FALLS LINE 


Mr. Jensen. Are surveys and designs complete on the Big Bend- 
Huron-Watertown-Granite Falls line? Can $3 million be fully util- 
ized and expended on this line in fiscal 1955? 

Mr. McPuau. All survey and design work has been completed to 

ermit the issuance of construction specifications and invitations to 
bid. It is anticipated that award contract for the purchase of steel 
towers will be made February 17, 1954, and the contract for con- 
struction of the line will be awarded in March 1954. 

Based on this schedule of award, the full $3 million will be required 
in fiscal year 1955. 
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ALCOVA-GERING LINE 


Mr, Jensen. What is the justification for the Alcova-Gering line at 
this time? 

_ Mr. McPaatz. The Alcova-Gering 115-kilovolt transmission line is 
required to insure continuity of service, secure greater flexibility of 
power-system operation, provide greater dependability of electric 
service, increase system operating efliciency, maintain system stability, 
and insure adequate transmission capacity between the generation 
and load centers. 

The Alcova switchyard, western terminal of the line, is a focal 
point of energy generated by the existing plants of Seminoe and Kortes 
and Alecova powerplant now under construction. The Gering sub- 
station in Nebraska, eastern terminal of the line, is equally important 
as a load center with four 115-kilovolt and five 34.5-kilovolt circuits 
radiating from it. Two lines now are available to carry the generation 
of the Seminoe, Kortes, and Alcova plants eastward to the load cen- 
ters—one is a 115-kilovolt line through Cheyenne, Wyo., to Gering, 
and the other a 115-kilovolt line through Casper, Wyo., to Gering. 
Without an additional line to supplement the present lines between 
these generation and load centers, it will be impossible to provide 
service that will be acceptable to the many customers in southeastern 
Wyoming and western iS ebraska that are dependent on the Federal 
system for their power supply. Many of these customers are farmers 
and a significant power requirement results from the development of 
irrigation pumping in this area. | 

etwork analyzer power flow diagrams and swing curves indicate 
that without this line and under the conditions of estimated system 
loading for August 1955 and thereafter, the system would be unstable 
for line faults occurring between the generation and load centers. 
Recent system disturbances have demonstrated that this condition 
exists today and has resulted in complete system shutdown and 
extended outages that would have been avoided had the proposed 
line been in service. As the load continues to increase, the unstable 
condition will result in more frequent severe interruptions to service. 
Based on the standard of service that is required by power consumers 
today, this would not be acceptable. Loss of net revenue and severe 
criticism would result. The Alcova-Gering line would provide suffi- 
cient capacity such that full generating capacity could be maintained 
with any one line removed from service. Without the Aleova-Gering 
line, loss of either the Seminoe-Cheyenne line or the Seminoe-Casper 
line would force a cutback in generation by about 30,000 kilowatts, 
which is approximately one-third of the present generating capacity 
in the area. 

Electric service to southeastern Wyoming and western Nebraska is 
presently jeopardized by system instability caused by faults occurring 
on 376 miles of transmission line. These unsatisfactory conditions 
would be alleviated by construction of the Aleova-Gering line. In 
addition, the operation of the second Alcova-Gering line would 
reduce system-line losses. The desirability of early construction of 
the Alcova-Gering line hinges upon the benefits attributable to it in 
the near future which have been enumerated above. 

This line will be indispensable as generation is added in the Seminoe- 
Alcova area. The most important addition is the potential Fremont 
Canyon powerplant (48,000 kilowatts). 
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In view of the fact that the line under consideration is absolutely 
essential to operation of the Wyoming-Nebraska-Colorado power 
system and that operation of the line is urgently needed now for 
stabilizing the system, assuring service continuity, and improving 
voltage conditions, it is recommended that the Alcova-Gering trans- 
mission line be built at the earliest opportunity. 


PURCHASED POWER 


Mr. Jensen. The next question is: Is power being purchased for 
resale? How much and at what rate? 

Mr. McPuait. The total amount included for purchased power in 
the Department of the Interior justifications for appropriations, fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1955, Missouri River Basin project, is $745,000. 
The estimated power requirement is divided as follows: 


1. Montana Power Co., $5, 000 
2. Central Power Electric Co-op, North Dakota_____.___...-..--.-_-. 36, 000 
3. Consumers Public Power District, Wyoming. 200, 000 
4. Public Service of Colorado, Colorado___._.......-.-.-..-------.-- 504, 000 


With the exception of power to be purchased from Consumers 
Public Power District, Wyoming, the purchase rate is 5 mills. In case 
of Consumers Public Power District the purchase rate is 4 mills. 

The power purchased from Montana Power Co. and Central Power 
Electric Co-op is for the Bureau’s own use, while the power purchased 
from Consumers Public Power District and Public Service of Colorado 
is for energy used to augment deficient hydroelectric energy produc- 
tion in order to meet the contractual requirements of power sales 
contracts. 


SUMMARY DATA ON MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROJECTS 


Mr. Jensen. The Missouri River Basin project, page 415. The 
construction estimate totals $32,269,000. The operation and main- 
tenance is $3,868,902. -We will insert pages 415 through 422, and 503 
through 509 in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


Proyect Data 
Authorization 

By the Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887), as amended by 
the Flood Control Acts of July 24, 1946, (60 Stat. 641) and May 17, 1950, (64 
Stat. 170). Refers to Senate Document 191, 78th Cong; House Document 245, 
78th Cong; and Senate Document 247, 78th Cong. 


Location 


The project area is the entire drainage basin of the Missouri River. The basin 
contains approximately 529,000 square miles, or about one-sixth of the United 
States. It covers all or parts of the 10 States of Montana, North Dakota, South 
Dakota, Wyoming, Nebraska, Colorado, Kansas, Minnesota, Iowa, and Missouri. 
The last three named States however, are east of the area of Federal irrigation 
development. 

Description 

The project consists of a comprehensive basin plan being constructed jointly 
by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers. The ultimate plan 
proposed contains several hundred individual projects or units which will provide 
a coordinated system of reservoirs, canals, related works for the full development 
of the water resources of the basin. This basin, long subject to recurring floods 
and droughts, justified the need for basinwide planning of a system of reservoirs 
for maximum irrigation, flood control, hydroelectric power, municipal and in- 
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dustrial water, navigation, recreation, and fish and wildlife conservation. Tho 
current plan of units, on which planning has advanced sufficiently for analysis, 
includes 107 reclamation dams, 39 powerplants including 6 by the Corps of 
Engineers, 5,950,000 irrigable acres to be served, and 2,538,300 kilowatts of 
= roelectric capacity. In addition to the Bureau of Reclamation and the 

orps of Engineers, other Federal agencies including five in the Interior Depart- 
ment are cooperating in the planning and development of the basin. 


Status 


By the end of fiscal year 1954 23 reclamation units will be either completed or 
under construction, including 18 storage dams. Three new powerplants are in 
operation (Angostura, Boysen, and Kortes) and a fourth (Canyon Ferry) is in 
partial operation. The overall reclamation plan is about 10 percent complete in 
the 7 years since construction started in April of 1946. Delays have been en- 
countered by defense cutbacks, wide variations in appropriations, and lack of de- 
tailed or advanced planning on which to base actual construction. Partial flood 
control has been achieved on several main tributaries, and actual irrigation is 
under way on four units. The transmission grid has been advanced to market 
power now available and to be completed coincident with the completion of the 
main stem powerplants now under construction by the Corps of Engineers. 
Repayment 

The entire cost of the comprehensive project that is properly allocable to irriga- 
tion, commercial power, oak municipal water will be repaid in accordance with 
reclamation law. The power investment is scheduled to be complete in 1970 and 
be repaid 23 years after, with interest at 4 percent per annum on the unpaid 
balance. The investment in municipal water is expected to be repaid within 
50 years with 2% percent interest. Irrigation investment is computed without 
interest and the portions to be repaid by the water users under 9d-type contracts 
are scheduled to be repaid over 40 year periods, exclusive of a development period 
of not over 10 years and the amounts to be repaid under Ye-type contracts are 
scheduled to be repaid over a period somewhat in excess of 40 years. Costs allo- 
cated to fish and wildlife and to recreation are computed to be within amounts 
received from power and municipal water revenues. Costs properly allocable to 
flood control and navigation are nonreimbursable. Costs allocated to irrigation 
and in excess of the water users ability to repay, will be repaid from power revenues 
Amount to be repaid and repayment periods are: 


Repayment period 


Development 


Commercial power » 
Municipal water 


10 years maximum. ._. 


Repayment of costs allocated to irrigation 


Repayment costs per acre } 
Federal investment per acre 


Annual water user charges: 


1 General averages for entire basin. Individual units vary. 


Amount 
Regular Total 
Years 
To 2033__.....| 63 
50 
Total : 
$456. 00 
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History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, indefinite-basin report prepared in 1944. 
Advanced planning, 1945. 
Construction, 1946. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1980. 


Original estimated cost $1, 257, 645, 700 
Allocation of cost: 
Flood control 419, 300, 700 
Navigation 97, 245, 000 
Present estimated cost 15, 449, 827, 000 
Allocation of cost: 
Irrigation 
Commercial power 
Municipal water 
Fish and wildlife 
Recreation 
Future self-liquidating power 
Flood control and navigation L, 776, 170, 000 


1 The present cost and allocations include $1,983,067,000 of the Corps of Engineers estimated construction 


The original cost and allocations are taken from S. Doc. 191, 78th Cong. and 
do not reflect changes resulting from coordination with the Corps of Engineers 
plan approved as i. Doe. 475, 78th Cong. The increase is due to changes in 
scope, increased price levels and more definite plans. 


Schedule of development 


Irrigation system: 
—— acreage for service: 


Power (kilowatts) -- 

Power rates (mills per -kilowatt-hour): 
Firm at 50 percent load factor 
Nonfirm (average) 
Irrigation pumping 


1 This includes 1,530,000 kilowatts at 6 Corps of Engineers powerplants. 


Costs 
costs, 
Through Fiscal 
fiscal year al Ultimate 
| 
con 2, 680 2, 680 2, 680 1, 140, 000 
25, 730 47, 985 62, 376 5, 950, 000 
SSemuvieuaescaa 52, 200 102, 200 102, 200 | ! 2, 538, 300 
5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
qurenashonemmean 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 
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ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 
Summarized financial data 


Hetimated total obligations... $3, 445, 730, 716 
Total obligations to June 30, 1953 1 344, 735, 968 


Allotment, fiseal year 1954 35, 078, 393 
Prior year balance available 16, 514, 117 
Balance available in subsequent fiscal years —1, 492, 000 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1954 50, 100, 510 


Allotment, fiscal year 1955 33, 269, 000 
Prior year balance available 1, 492, 000 
Balance available in subsequent fiscal years — 194, 000 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1955 34, 567, 000 


Balance to complete 3, 016, 327, 238 


1 Excludes $765,583 of obligations to June 30, 1953, from construction and rehabilitation allotted to Missouri 
River Basin peaett for operation and maintenance (phase E) but scheduled under Missouri River Basin 
operation and maintenance. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955 

During fiscal year 1955 no new units are proposed for starting. All construction 
will be confined to units started in prior years. The program provides for the 
completion of the Pastola Dam and Reservoir and the protection and improve- 
ments, work on the Buford-Trenton unit. Work will continue on Tiber, Kirwin, 
and Webster Dams; Missouri diversion dam; the irrigation facilities of the Bost- 
wick and Frenchman-Cambridge Division; and on the main power-transmission 
grid preparatory to the availability of power from the main Missouri River plants 
now under construction by the Corps of Engineers. Preconstruction activities 
will continue of irrigation facilities on several units where reservoirs are completed 
or under construction. 


Justification 

The total appropriation requested for the Missouri River Basin project for 
fical year 1955 is needed to maintain progress at a minimum economic rate on 
units now under construction. A rate of progress has been elected that is consider- 
ably below that of previous years and the proposed work cannot be curtailed 
without injury to work under way and essential to the orderly and economical 
development of each unit involved. Most of the funds are required for payments 
on existing construction contracts, or for additional contracts in support of 
existing contracts, or for sections and parts of structures already under construc- 
tion and which cannot be deferred without serious loss and disruption to scheduled 
completion dates. The pressing problems of the Basin, including drought, floods, 

wer shortages, unstable agriculture, and lack of economic opportunity that 
ed to the basinwide authorization in 1944, are equally serious today. It is impor- 
tant that the project as a whole be financed as rapidly as possible under existing 
budgetary limitations. Separate justifications follow on each unit now in active 
construction status. 
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ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Summarized financial data 
Total, fiscal year 1953 


Fiseal year 1954: 


Fiseal year 1955: 
Allotment 
Advances by water users 
Total obligations, 1955 


Work proposed, 1955 


$1, 962, 955 
770, 233 


Increase 

Program, | (+) or de- 
1955 crease (—) 

from 1954 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 


Storage system: For the normal operation and maintenance of Angostura, Boy- 
sen, Canyon Ferry, Heart Butte, Shadehill, Dickinson, Keyhole, Bonny, 
Cedar Bluff, Jamestown, Enders, Medicine Creek, and Treaton Dams and 
Reservoirs. Increase generally represents greater ‘storage operations on all 


units and initial operation and maintenance of Jamestown Dam and Reservoir- 


Replacements and improvements 
Total obligations, multipurpose 
IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Carriage system: For normal operation and maintenance of the carriage systems 
of the Angostura, Crow Creek, Fort Clark, and Heart Butte units, and the 
Bostwick and Frenchman-Cambridge Division. These facilities will serve 
about 57,500 acres of land. The increase in fund requirement is due primarily 
to an increase in the irrigable acreage as follows: Bostwick Division, 4,300 
acres; and Frenchman-Cambridge Division, 10,000 acres, initial operation of 
the Angostura carriage system and full year operation of the Crow Creek sys- 
tem (1954 partial year) __ 

Distribution system: For the normal operation and maintenance of distribution 

ities to serve about 57,000 acres of land on the Angostura, Crow Creek, and 
Fort Clark units, and the Bostwick and Frenchman-Cambridge Divisions. 
Increase is due primarily to an increase of about 15,000 acres of land receiving 
water for the first time in fiscal year 

Drainage system: For normal operation and maintenance of drainage facilities 
of land on the Angostura, Crow Creek, and Fort Clark units. Increase is due 
to initial normal maintenance on Angostura first full year on Crow Creek_ 

Replacement and improvements: For normal replacements and improvements 


to adequately maintain the irrigation facilities in efficient operating condition.. 


Total obligations, irrigation 
POWER FACILITIES 


“oe generation: For the normal operation and maintenance of the Angostura, 

joysen, Canyon Ferry, and Kortes powerplants. The total capacity of these 

7 plants is 102,200 kilowatts, The increase is principally due to a full year of 
operation of the Canyon Ferry (partial operation in fiscal year 1954) 

Other production expense: For purchase of power. Increase is due to higher 
requirements as the result of increased customer demand for purchase of power 
to meet the additional load requirements in the area 

Transmission and distribution: For norma! operation and maintenance of the 
interconnected transmission system consisting of approximately 4,552 miles of 
high-voltage transmission lines and approximately 1,283,000 kilovolt-amperes 
of substation capacity. Increase is due to the addition in fiscal year 1955 of 
about 170 miles of transmission line and about 26,500 kilovolt-amperes of substa- 
tion capacity, increased load dispatching requirements, increases in wheeling 
costs over peivete systems, and increases in wages, salaries, and maintenance 
e 

Rep acements and improvements: For p chase and installation of supervisory 
control equipment at Kortes powerplant and rehabilitation of Green Moun- 
tain-Dillon transmission line 


Total obligations, power 
Total obligations, all facilities - 


145, 875 


$145, 875 +$10, 322 


48, 269 +12, 725 


3, 710 +3, 060 
14, 700 —2, 135 
227,145 | +66, 258 


313, 810 


745, 000 


2, 349, 072 +790, 545 


88, 000 | — 106, 700 


3, 495, 882 | +1, 135, 589 


3, 868, 902 | +1, 198, 669 


| 
| +46, 436 
+405, 308 
| 
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Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955— 
Summary by untts or divisions 


Total, prior 
Program item year 1953 


ALL FACILITIES 
Angostura unit 
Bostwick division 
Boysen unit 
Canyon Ferry unit. 
Cedar unit 


Fort Clark unit 
Frenchman-Cambridge division - - 
Heart Butte unit 

Jamestown unit 

Keyhole unit 

Kortes unit 


Total obligations 
Method of financing: 
Allotment: 
Operation and maintenance 
and Missouri River 


Bas hase E 
Unobligated 
Operation and 


Construction rehabilitation Missouri River 
Basin, p! 
Allotment required 
Funds advanced by water users. - 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 


Operation and 
Angostura unit 
Bostwick division... 
Boysen unit 
Canyon Ferry unit 
Cedar Bluff unit 
Dickinson unit 
Frenchman-Cam bridge division: 
Heart Butte unit 


improv 


Total obligations, multipurpose facilities 
IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 
Carriage system: 
Angostura unit 
Bostwick unit... 


Ze 


8 


S88 


Subtotal, carriage system 


Distribution system: 
Angostura unit 
Bostwick division 
Crow Creek unit 
Fort Clark unit 
Frenchman-Cam bridge division 


Subtotal, distribution system 


Program, Program, 
current budget 
year 1954 year 1955 
a (2) (3) (4) 
$10, 394 $11,010 $30, 400 
57, 218 84, 692 103, 047 
71, 893 116, 864 115, 000 
11, 586 13, 395 12, 575 
11, 210 20, 000 
1, 707 3, 900 4,000 
6, 537 9, 240 11,000 
5, 100 6, 090 7,100 
Transmission division: 
202, 437 406, 477 1, 157, 012 
nd 1, 215, 620 1, 547, 142 1, 782, 060 
' 1, 962, 955 2, 670, 233 3, 868, 902 
le system; 
ildstetedhdachetahdnstineume 11, 586 13, 395 12, 575 
1, 707 3, 900 4, 000 
6, 537 9, 240 11, 000 
db 4, 778 6, 800 7, 200 
Frenchman-Cam bridge division 39, 306 36, 050 
6, 661 35, 544 
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Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 19556— 
Summary by units or divisions—Continued 


Total prior 
Program item year 1953 


() (2) 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES—continued 
Drainage : 


Subtotal, drainage 
Replacements and improvements 


Total obligations, irrigation facilities 
POWER FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance—Electric generation: 
Angostura unit 


Subtotal, electric generation 313, 810 


Other production expense—Purchased power: 
Canyon th unit 4 5, 000 
Kortes unit 200, 000 


36, 000 
504, 000 


Subtotal, other production expense 7 745, 000 
Transmission and distribution expense—Transmission system: 
Eastern division a 396, 777 1, 121,012 
857, 597 1, 161, 750 060 

Subtotal, transmission and distribution expense 1, 059, 684 1, 558, 527 
Replacements and improvements: 


Electric generation 7, 694 37, 300 
mission system: 


350 
73, 983 


Subtotal, replacements and improvements 82, 027 
Total obligations, power facilities 1, 784, 243 
Total obligations, all facilities 1, 962, 955 


Municipal water 


Total obligations 
Allotment: 
Operation and maintenan 
Construction and rehabilitation, Missouri River Basin, 


Operation and maintenan 
“phase and rehabilitation, Missouri River Basin, 


phi 
Allotment re 


Program Program 
current budget 
year 1954 year 1955 
(3) (4) 
naa $1, 721 16, 835 14, 700 
6, 905 6, 010 6, 110 
55, 438 87, 564 95, 200 
183, 437 112, 000 | 112, 000 
System: | | 
284, 040 237, 692 | | 
194, 700 88, 000 
| 2,300,208 | 3, 495, 882 
2,670,233 | 3, 868, 902 
Allocations: 
108, 674 190, 020 242, 748 
1, 796, 929 2, 379, 693 3, 524, 542 
tue 775 1,100 1, 100 
KevsowssGsnenntscantubdsewethatadeanemeell 56, 577 73, 800 79, 672 
. 1, 962, 955 2, 670, 233 3, 868, 962 
1, 385, 500 
phase 962, 582 
Un i 
—188, 127 —100, 000 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. JENSEN. What are the principal reasons for the increase in 
total operation and maintenance costs of $1,198,000 above this year? 
Will all of these costs be repaid eventually? 

(Statement submitted in response to the above questions follows:) 


In response to Chairman Jensen’s question relative to an explanation for 
increases in costs of operation and maintenance for fiscal year 1955 on the 
Missouri River Basin project. 

The total increase in fiscal year 1955 program over that in fiscal year 1954 
amounts to $1,198,669. This increase can be subdivided into— 

1, A net decrease (—) $3,178 on multiple purpose facilities. 

2. An increase (+) of $66,258 on irrigation facilities. 

3. An increase (+) $1,135,589 on power facilities. 

An explanation of variation according to these three facilities follows: 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 
Storage facilities +$10, 322 
Increase generally represents greater storage operations on all 
units and initial operation and maintenance on Jamestown Dam 
and Reservoir. 
Replacements and improvements —13, 500 
Elimination of all replacements and improvements in fiscal 
year 1955 results in a total decrease of the amount included 
under this element for fiscal year 1954. 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES 
Carriage system 
The increased fund requirement results from increased acreages 
to be served as follows: Bostwick division, 4,300; Frenchman- 
Cambridge division, 10,000. Initial operation of the Angostura 
carriage system is also included as is a full year of operation of the 
Crow Creek system. 
Distribution system +12, 725 
Increase results from additional 15,000 acres to receive water 
for first time in fiscal year 1955. 
Drainage system +3, 060 
Increase results from initial maintenance on Angostura and 
Crow Creek units. 
Replacements and improvements —2, 135 
Decrease results from elimination of all possible replacements 
and improvements. 
POWER FACILITIES 
Electrie generation +46, 436 
Increase results from a full year of operation of Canyon Ferry. 
Other production expense +405, 308 
Increase results from gieater customer demands for purchased 
power to provide for maximum leveling out of power requirements 
in order to avoid excesses during certain periods which would 
otherwise be sold at dump rates. 
Transmission and distribution 
Increase results from additional 170 miles of transmission line, 
26,500 kilovolt-amperes additional substation capacity, ine 
load dispatch requirements, increases in wheeling costs of private 
systems and increases in wages, salaries, and maintenance 
expenses. 
Replacements and improvements — 106, 700 
Decrease results from elimination of practically all replacement ’ 
and improvement items, except supervisory control equipment 
at Kortes powerplant and minor rehabilitation of Green Mountain 
to Dillon transmission line facilities. 


Mr. Jensen. For a number of Missouri River Basin units only 


operation and maintenance is requested. The project data for these 
units appear on pages 510 through 528 and pages 569 through 575. 
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These pages will be inserted in the record at this point. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


Missourt River Bastin Prosect, ANGosturA Unit, Sours Dakota—Prosect 


DaTa 
Location 
The Angostura unit is located in the southwest corner of South Dakota in 
Custer and Fali River Counties, embracing an area of approximately 50 square 
miles. Angostura Dam located on the Cheyenne River, is about 7 miles southeast 
of the city of Hot Springs, which has a population of about 3,000 


Description 

The primary purpose of the unit is to provide a full water supply for the irriga- 
tion of 12,154 acres of semiarid lands along the Cheyenne River in South Dakota, 
and to assure an adequate water supply to the Cheyenne pumping units. Sec- 
ondary benefits to be realized as a result of construction of the unit facilities are 
flood control of the Cheyenne River and recreation facilities as planned by the 
National Park Service. The facilities of the unit consist of Angostura Dam and 
Reservoir, irrigation system, powerplant, switchyard, and recreational facilities. 
The hydroelectric plant has a capacity of 1,200 kilowatts. 


Status 

Construction of the Angostura unit will be 95 percent complete on June 30, 1954. 
Remaining construction work to be completed will be minor modification on the 
dam and corrective lining work on the canals and laterals. 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1938. 
Advanced planning, 1946. 
Construction, 1947. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1953. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1946, $1,566,000. 


Schedule of 


Through | 
1954 Ultimate 


| 
| 


i <1 (acres): Irrigable acreage for service: 


| 
| 


Prosect Data 
Location 
Located in central Wyoming in Fremont County, on the Bighorn River approxi- 
mately 20 miles upstream from Thermopolis, Wyo. 


Description 

The unit consists of Boysen Dam and Reservoir, powerplant and appurtenant 
features. The reservoir has a maximum storage capacity of 970,000 acre-feet, 
and will store water for irrigation, power, flood and silt control. 

The powerplant contains two generating units, each consisting of a 7,500-kilo- 
watt generator. 

Storage facilities of the unit provide key river control in the overall plan for 
conservation, control, and beneficial use of the water resources of the Missouri 
River Basin. Regulating the flow of the Bighorn River enables additional irriga- 
tion development, both upstream in the Wind River Basin and downstream in the 
Bighorn Basin. 


Status 


The unit facilities are functionally complete and in full operation. _ Work 
remaining to be completed with construction funds is confined to minor completion 
items and improvements. 


42590—54—pt. 2——-25 


12,154 
1,20 | 1, 200 1, 200 
| 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1938. 
Advanced planning, 1946. 
Construction, 1947. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1953. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construe i 
fiscal year 1946, $1,566,000. 
Schedule of development 
Power (kilowatts): 


Fiseal year 1955 

Ultimate 


Crpar Buurr Unit, Dara 
Location 
Located in west central Kansas in Trego and Ellis counties. Project lands 
extend east trom Cedar Bluff Dam for approximately 18 miles along the north side 
of the Smoky Hill River. 


Description 


The major functions of the unit are irrigation and flood control. Facilities 
include Cedar Bluff Dam and Reservoir, Cedar Bluff pumping plant and Cedar 
Bluff Canal and laterals. The Cedar Bluff Canal will irrigate 11,500 acres of 
farmland. In addition, exchange flood-control storage in Cedar Bluff Reservoir 
for irrigation storage in the downstream, existing Kanopolis Reservoir will pro- 
vide for irrigation of an additional 41,000 acres below Kanopolis Dam in Ellsworth, 
McPherson, and Saline Counties, Kans. 

Status 

Construction began on Cedar Bluff Dam April 1, 1949. All work on the dam 
and reservoir is now complete. No construction has been undertaken on the 
irrigation facilities. 

History of project development 

Initial date: 

Planning, 1941. 
Advance planning, 1947. 
Construction, April 1949. 

Date of functional completion of construction. Dam and reservoir were 
functionally complete in September 1950. Irrigation facilities to be functionally 
complete in fiscal year 1958. 


Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1948, $661,384. 


Schedule of development 
Irrigation (acres) : 


Through fiscal year 1953 

Fiscal year 1954 
Fiscal year 1955 
Ultimate 


Dickinson Unrr, Norta Daxota—Prosect Data 


Location 


The Dickinson unit is located in Stark County in southwestern North Dakota. 
The unit extends east and west from Dickinson with a total length of about 10 
miles. 


Description 

Dickinson Reservoir, 1% miles above the city of Dickinson, provides water for 
municipal use and for irrigation of 915 acres of land. The 16,500 acre-feet reser- 
voir provides capacity for silt storage, for active irrigation and municipal water 
storage, and for floodwater storage. Lands irrigated and to be irrigated consist 
of small parcels. All parcels will be served by private or Bureau constructed: 
pumping plants 
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Status 


The prime contract for construction of Dickinson Dam was completed on August 
9, 1950. Subsequent work has been confined to clean up, improvements and nego- 
tiations. Surveys and land classification are complete on irrigable lands. Techni- 
cal assistance to landowners is being provided. 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1939. 
Advance planning, 1948. 
Construction, 1949. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiseal vear 1951. 
Initial provision of municipal water, fiscal year 1951, 


Schedule of development 
Irrigation (acres) full: 


Missount River Basin Prosectr, Fort Ciark Unit, Norta Daxora—Prosecr 
Data 

Location 

Located in central North Dakota on the west bank of the Missouri River 
extending 6 miles vp the river from the town of Fort Clark and approximately 45 
miles northwest of the towns of Mandan and Bismarck. 


Description 

The irrigable land totaling 2,100 acres of river bottom land and first bench 
land is fertile, and under irrigation will assist in stabilizing the agriculture of the 
area where recurring droughts have seriously retarded development. Water is 
lifted from the Missouri River by means of pumps. ‘Two relift pumping plants 
deliver water to higher portions of the project area. 
Status 


Virtually all construction work except drains are completed. Future construc- 
tion activities will include technical assistance to farmers, improvements, and 
drainage as needed. 


History of project development 

Initial date: 
Planning, 1939. 
Advanced planning, 1947. 
Constrvetion, 1951. 

Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1953. 


Schedule of development 
Irrigation (acres) full: 
Missourr River Basin Prosect, Heart Burre Unit, Norra Dakora— 
Provect Data 
Location 
The unit is located in Grant and Morton Counties in southwestern North 
Dakota. It extends east along Heart River for about 60 miles to the city of 
Mandan. 


Description 

Facilities of the unit will provide full water supply for 13,100 acres of irrigable 
land, together with much needed flood protection for the city of Mandan and low- 
lving farmland in that vicinity. Heart Butte Dam is an earth-fill structure and 


the reservoir has a total storage capacity of 225,500 acre-feet. Irrigation of the 
land below Heart Butte Dam will be accomplished by lifting water from the river 
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channel to the separate tracts of land by means of 49 pumping plants, ranging in 
size from 3 to 50 cubic feet per second capacity. A system of canals and laterals 
will deliver water to the irrigable land. Several relift pumping stations are also 
included in the plan of development. 


Status 

The prime contract for construction of Heart Butte Dam was completed in 
December 1949. Flood control benefits were first realized in the spring of 1950 
when the dam, and levees at Mandan, prevented flood damage estimated at nearly 
$2,644,000, or about two-thirds of the construction cost of both features. 

Pumping unit No. 3, consisting of 70 acres, is in operation as the Mandan 
development farm by the State training school. Replacement of wildlife habitat 
is well underway at Heart Butte Reservoir in accordance with plans of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. An agreement has been signed with the State game and 
fish department for administration of all lands in the reservoir area. A few farmers 
are irrigating 104 acres prior to completion of Bureau-designed facilities. Detailed 
land classification has been completed and was certified to by the Secretary on 
October 16, 1952. Construction of a caretaker’s house at Heart Butte Dam was 
completed in July 1953. Technical assistance, in cooperation with the Extension 
Service, has been furnished to landowners who are developing irrigation. 

Full irrigation of the unit lands will be realized when the pump and lateral system 
is completed in the future. 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1903. 
Advance planning, 1946, 
Construction, 1948. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1959. 
Fiscal year and amount of initia] allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1946, $180,000, including Dickinson unit. 


Schedule of development 
Irrigation (acres) full: 
174 


Missourt River Basin Prosect, Missourt-Souris Division, JAMESTOWN UNIT, 
ortH Daxora—Provect Data 
Location 


On the James River in Foster and Stutsman Counties in east-central North 
Dakota, about one-fourth mile north of Jamestown. 


Description 

Jamestown unit consists of Jamestown Dam and Reservoir. It will provide 
much-needed flood control for Jamestown and other cities and farmland in 
North and South Dakota. It will impound return irrigation flows from areas of 
Garrison diversion unit for diversion to irrigable lands along the James River and 
the Oakes area. The dam provides for a future municipal water supply for 
Jamestown. 


Status 

Work on Jamestown Dam was virtually completed by the end of 1953 and 
reservoir capacity is available to store future flood flows. Future work will 
consist of completion of relocation and protection of the railroad and develop- 
ment of wildlife habitat areas and recreational facilities. 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1940. 
Advanced planning, 1950. 
Construction, 1952. 
Date of functional completion of construction, dam and reservoir in fiscal year 
1954; irrigation development temporarily deferred. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1952, $640,000. 
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Schedule of development 
Irrigation (acres): Full 
; Through fiscal year 1953 
Fiscal year 1954 
Fiscal year 1955 
Ultimate 


1 Acreage included in the Garrison diversion unit now under investigation. 


Missourr River Bastin Prosect, SHADEHILL Unit, South Daxora— 
Prosect Data 
Location 
The Shadehill unit is located in northwestern South Dakota in Perkins and 
Corson Counties. The unit works will extend from the Shadehill Dam and 
Reservoir, located at the confluence of the North and South Forks of the Grand 
River, to a location approximately 30 miles downstream. 


Description 

This multipurpose project is planned to provide water for the irrigation of 
9,000 acres of irrigable land, flood protection and silt control for the Grand River, 
and a source of municipal water for the city of Lemmon, 8. Dak. Facilities in- 
clude the Shadehill Dam and Reservoir, canals, laterals, drains pumping plants 
with required distribution lines; a development farm, and facilities to provide 
municipal water for the city of Lemmon, 8. Dak. 


Status 
Snadehill Dam is complete and in operation. As of June 30, 1954, the unit as 
a whole will be approximately 64 percent complete. Continuation of work on 
construction records and construction ot reservoir protective works and land ac- 
quisition for reservoir, will be complete in fiscal year 1954. Development farm 
operation will continue in an effort to determine the suitability of Shadehill 
Reservoir water for irrigation. A minor amount of investigations will be per- 
formed on the irrigation and municipal water facilities which are to be constructed 
at a later date. 
History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1939. 
Advanced planning, 1947. 
Construction, 1949. 
Date of functional completion, dam and reservoir, fiscal year 1952; municipal 
water facilities, fiscal year 1958; irrigation facilities, indefinitely deferred. 
Fiscal year and amount of initial allotment of appropriations for construction, 
fiscal year 1948, $771,344. 


Schedule of development 
Trrigation (acres): Full: 
Through fiscal year 1953 
Fiscal year 1954 
Fiscal year 1955 
Ultimate 


Missour! River Bastin Prosect, Keynote Unit, Wrominc—Prosecr Data 


Location 

Located on the upper reaches of the Belle Fourche River in the Cheyenne 
River Basin. The dam is located in Crook County in northeastern Wyoming, 17 
miles from Moorcroft, Wyo. 


Description 

Keyhole unit, consisting of a multipurpose dam and reservoir, will provide 
flood control, pollution abatement along the Belle Fourche River in Wyoming 
and South Dakota, a supplemental water supply to stabilize diversions to the 
existing Belle Fourche project in South Dakota, a source of municipal water 
supply for the city of Belle Fourche, S. Dak., and a supplemental water supply 
of about 700 acre-feet annually for the irrigation of arable land lying along the 
Belle Fourche River between Keyhole Dam and the South Dakota State line. 
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Status 

As of June 30, 1954, all major construction work on the unit will be completed. 
Future construction work will consist of providing reservoir protective works, and 
recreation facilities, completing land classification and negotiations with water 
users. 


History of project development 
Initial Date: 
Planning, 1918. 
Advance planning, 1947. 
Construction, 1948. 
Date of functional completion of construction, fiscal year 1953. 


Missourt River Basin Prosect, Kortes Unir, Wrominc—Progecr Data 


Location 

The Kortes Dam and powerplant are located on the North Platte River, 
approximately 35 miles north of Sinclair, Wyo., and 3 miles downstream from 
Seminoe Dam of the Kendrick project. 


Description 

Kortes Dam and powerplant will provide additional power production in the 
North Platte River Basin by taking advantage of all feasible differences in head 
between the Seminoe Dam and Pathfinder Reservoir and will provide its portion 
of the maximum utilization of all possible resources as set forth in the general 
program of the Missouri River Basin. 


Status 

One unit (12,000 kilowatts) of Kortes powerplant started operation at the 
beginning of fiscal year 1951. The remaining two units started operation later 
in fiscal vear 1951. The output of the plant is fed into the western division trans- 
mission system to assist in meeting load requirements on the system. Kortes 
is one of 13 powerplants on the western division system and supplies slightly 
over 10 percent of the system power supply. Installation of remote control 
equipment, originally scheduled in fiscal year 1955, now is contemplated in fiscal 
year 1956. This equipment would permit control of Kortes from the nearby 
Seminoe powerplant. 


History of Project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1933. 
Advance planning, 1946. 
Construction, 1946. 
Schedule of development 
Power (kilowatts) : 
Fiseal vear 1954 
Fiseal year 1955 
Ultimate 36, 000 


Missourt River Bastin Prosect St. Francis Unit, Cororapo-Kansas— 
Prosect Data 


Location 

The St. Francis unit is located in Yuma County, Colo., and Cheyenne County, 
Kans. Project lands lie on both sides of South Fork, Republican River, extending 
from Bonny Dam to a point west of St. Francis, Kans. 


Description 

The major functions of the unit are flood control and irrigation. Facilities 
include Bonny Dam and Reservoir, St. Francis Canal and laterals and the Hale 
Canal. Bonny Dam and Reservoir is located in Yuma County, Colo., 27 miles 
west of St. Francis, Kans. The reservoir controls flood runoff from the area 
which was the principal contributor to the disastrous flood on the Republican 
River in 1935. he reservoir will provide a dependable water supply for irrigation 
of 6,520 acres of land in Colorado and Kansas and will provide recreational oppor- 
tunities to the inhabitants of southwestern Nebraska, northwestern Kansas and 
eastern Colorado. 
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Status 

The prime contract for Bonny Dam was essentially completed in April 1951. 
As of June 30, 1954, construction of irrigation facilities will not have been under- 
taken, but a definite plan report will have been completed. 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1939. 
Advance planning, 1948. 
Construction, 1948. 
Date of functional ecompltion of construction: Dam and reservoir, fiscal year 
1952; irrigation facilities, fiscal year 1959. 


Schedule of development 


Through | | 
fiscal year | F cor | F | Ultimate 
1953 | 


Irrigation (acres): 


Supplemental... 


NortH Piatre Project, Data 


Authorization 
Authorized by the Secretary of the Interior on March 14, 1908. Guernsey Dam 
and powerplant was authorized by the President on April 30, 1925. 


Location 
Along the North Platte River in western Nebraska and eastern Wyoming. 


Description 

The primary purpose of the project facilities is to provide a full water supply to 
about 224,000 acres and a supplemental supply to about 143,000 acres. 

Four irrigation districts operate the distribution system within the project, 
consisting of 289 miles of main canal and 1,330 miles of laterals. The Bureau of 
Reclamation operates the reserved works for irrigation consisting of Pathfinder 
and Guernsey Dams and Reservoirs, Whalen diversion dam and drainage works 
from funds advanced by the water users. The Bureau also operates the power 
system consisting of the Guernsey and Lingle powerplants and 193 miles of 
34,500-volt transmission lines with appropriated funds. 


Status 
All of the project facilities are completed and in operation. 


History of project development 
Initial date: 
Planning, 1902. 
Advanced planning, 1905. 
Construction, 1905. 


Schedule of development 


Initial operation | Through } 
| fiscal Fiscal Fiscal 


year 
| Date Number 1953 1954 1955 


Irrigation: 
223,768 | 223,768 | 223, 768 223, 768 


143, 184 143,184 | 143,184 


iChebncaatneedeenesaeese 11919 600 6, 200 6, 200 6, 200 3 16, 200 
Power rates: 
Firm at 50% load factor, mills per kilo- 


Nonfirm (average), mills per kilo- 


4.3 4.3 3.3 


4.3 


! First 2 units of Lingle powerplant. 
2 Guernsey powerplant 4,800 kilowatts completed, 10,000 kilowatt additions being planned for future, 


| | | | 

‘en 
Supplemental, acres 143, 184 
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ESTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
Summarized financial data 


Total, fiscal year 1953 
Fiscal year 1954: 


Total obligations, 1954 
Fiscal year 1955: 
Allotment 


Work proposed, 1955 


Increase (+) 
or decrease 
(—) from 
1954 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 


Storage system. For continued seanerons and maintenance of Guernsey 
Dam ae 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Storage system: wf continued operation and maintenance of Pathfinder 


Dam and Reservo: 

Canes system: For normal operation and maintenance in connection with 
the delivery of storage water 

Drainage system: For normal adequate drainage maintenan 

Replacement and improvements: For replacement the Dry Spotted Tail 
temporary diversion structure and rep t of 1 passenger vehicle 


Total obligations, irrigation 
POWER FACILITIES 


Electric generation: For normal tion and maintenance of Guernsey and 
Lingle powerplants. Decrease is due to conversion of Lingle powerplant 
automatic shutdown 

Other production expense: For the purchase of power to meet demands 

Transmission system: For normal operation and maintenance of 
sion facilities. Decrease due to reduction of 1 operator at Gering substation 
and reduction in nonrecurring ntenan 

Replacements and improvements. 


Subtotal, 


Total power. 
Total obligations, all facilities 


Funds advanced by water 90, 000 

Funds advanced by water users___.________________- 90, 000 

1955 
61,000 —4, 000 
—12, 200 
ise 430, 000 —27, 200 
*hange (net): Credit for sale of power due to project 

262,000 
271,000 —27, 200 
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Schedule of operation and maintenance program, fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955 


Total prior 
Program item year 1953 


(1) 


MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 
Storage system 
Carriage system 


Total obligations, multipurpose facilities 


IRRIGATION FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 
Storage system 
Carriage system - - 
Drainage system... 
Replacements and improvements 


Total obligations, irrigation 


POWER FACILITIES 


Operation and maintenance: 

Electric generation 

Other production expense 

Transmission and distribution expense... 
Replacements and improvements 


Subtotal, power 
Project energy interchange (net) 


Total obligations, power 
Total obligations, all facilities 


Total obligations 
Method of financing: 


Unobligated balance 
Allotment req 
Funds advanced by water users. 


Program 
| 
year 1954 year 1955 
a (2) (3) (4) 
$15, 199 $16, 000 $16, 000 
38, 012 19, 000 19, 000 
CE 53, 211 35, 000 35, 000 
28, 195 23, 000 23, 000 
Ee 60, 153 68, 000 €8, 000 
aaa SE 
dn wien 111, 480 130, 000 119, 000 
athivibtieeoues 170, 215 250, 000 250, 000 
53, 973 65, 000 61, 000 
360, 222 457, 200 430, 000 
epeapaenemmdsseaaepnenatnal — 157, 940 — 262, 000 — 262, 000 
202, 282 195, 200 168, 000 
hpenneransnenenesibeimaiidl 315, 646 298, 200 271, 000 
Allocation: 
95, 446 90, 000 90, 000 
"95, 446 | «90, 000 "90, 000 
95, 446 90, 000 90, 000 
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Project statistics 


Actual, fiseal 
Feature or item Unit Year 1953 


Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for service: Irriga- 
land: 


Supplemental. 143, 184 143, 184 143, 184 


Average gross crop value per 1 $102 
cultivated acre. 
Storage dams and reservoirs_...; Number-__..____._-- 4 4 4 


Diversion dams 


Telephone 


Operating 337 337 337 
Power system: 

Annual sales. Kilowatt-hours....-.| 56, 335, 278 71, 133, 000 81, 166, 000 
‘Total power revenues. $476, 726 044 $576, 279 
Piant capartty, 6, 200 6, 200 6, 200 
Transmission lines 220 200 200 
Substations 6 6 6 
Substations, capacity. -............| Kilovolt-amperes___. 14, 278 14, 278 16, 278 


1 Figures on calendar-year basis. 


SOIL AND MOISTURE CONSERVATION 


Mr. Jensen. Soil and moisture conservation, page 600; $500,000 
is requested. We will insert pages 600 through 609 in the record at 
this point. 
(The material referred to follows:) 
EsTIMATE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1953_.............-..---.------------ $838, 585 
Fiscal year 1954: 
Allotment 


Allotment, fiscal: year $500, 000 


Total obligations, 1955 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
General conditions 

The soil and moisture conservation operations are authorized under the pro- 
visions of the Soil Conservation Act of April 27, 1935, and Reorganization Plan 
No. 4, dated April 11, 1940. 

The responsibilities assigned to the Department of the Interior under the Soil 
Conservation Act and Reorganization Plan No. 4 apply to approximately 282 mil- 
lion acres of public land, which is about 15 ‘ong of the total area of the conti- 
nental United States. Of this total area, the Bureau of Reclamation has direct 
jurisdiction over almost 10 million acres located throughout the 17 Western States. 

he Bureau is also vitally concerned with the negotiation of cooperative work 
programs for protection of the watersheds above reclamation projects, reservoirs, 
and other structures, regardless of the ownership or control of the lands involved. 

The responsibilities thus placed upon the Bureau require the application of 
widely varying procedures ranging from the demonstrational seeding of irrigation 


| Estimated 
| Fiseal year | Fiscal year 
| | 1954 1955 
Netares in cultivation (entire area) -|.....do.!........--_-_} 340, 569 | 340, 000 : 340, 000 
dross crop value 
1, 261 1, 261 1, 261 
Drains. | | 373 373 | 373 
214 214 | 
| | 
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canal banks to cooperation in the development of plans and subsequent operations 
for the control of soil and water losses on an area of several million acres. These 
soil and moisture conservation operations are particularly important in connection 
with the prevention of sedimentation of reservoirs and the protection of water 
distribution systems for reclamation projects. 

The soil and moisture conservation program of the Bureau of Reclamation 
continues to be accomplished both through its individual effort and through 
effective cooperation with all other interested agencies in each of the areas con- 
cerned. The Bureau’s field representatives w ork closely with the Bureau of Land 
Management, the Geological Survey, the Forest Service, and the Soil Conservation 
Service, as well as the soil conserv ation districts, irrigation districts, and other 
water users’ organizations, Cooperative agreements have been made with each 
of those agencies in one or more of the Bureau’s regions to insure that a definitely 
planned, concerted effort will be put forth in our attack on mutual problems. 


Work proposed, 1955 

The proposed allotment of $500,000 is needed to finance during the fiscal year, 
a continuation of the program of soi! and moisture conservation operations on 
public lands under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Reclamation. This is $301,500 
less than the allotment for this work in fiscal year 1954. 

Measures proposed for accomplishment during fiscal year 1955, in addition to 
continued surveys and investigations of problem areas, include revegetation of 
overgrazed or denuded lands; construction of retention dams and levees, check 
dams, and water drops along with other stream bank and gully control efforts; 
removal of salt cedar growths; and utilization of such other soil moisture conserva- 
tion devices as needed for specifie conditions. 

Program items are as follows: 


Office of Commissioner, Washington, D. C. 


of program supervision of allotments, and general overall 


REGION 1 


Regional direction of program, investigations of problem areas, and continuation, 
with Bureau of Land Management, of fire prevention measures on reclamation | 
withdrawn lands... 6, 500 | 

Boise project: To continue the reseeding and stream bank protection on withdrawn } 

lands in the watershed areas lying within the Boise National Forests of Arrowrock | 

| 


—1, 980 


— ($8,500); and to continue reseeding burnt-over areas of Payette division 

Columbia Basin project: For the continuation of sand dune control and to provide 
protection to irrigation facilities as large-scale development results in windblown 


Minidoka project: Soil protection and stabilization on withdrawn lands of the } 

Mountain For the continuation of reseeding 1, 500 —3, 500 
Yakima project: No work is planned for fiscal year 1955 | 6,000 


REGION 2 


Regional office: Direction of program, including inventories and investigations of 
erosion problems on reclamation withdrawn lands and technical supactision of 


10, 000 +440 
Cachuma project: No work is planned for fiscal year 1955...........--.--. ae Sede —1, 500 
Central Valley project: Continuation of revegetation program, principally at Kes- 

Klamath project: Revegetation of wind erosion areas, fire control program, “and 

establishment of land management program on withdrawn lands-_ 5, 000 —3, 000 


Orland — t: Revegetation and fire protection of Government land in reservoir 


Program, 
1985 
1954 
—$4,120 
Subtotal, Office of Commissioner...........-.--.------------------------------} 12,000} —4,120 
} 
—10, 000 
| 
} 
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Office of Commissioner, Washington, D. C.—Continued 


Increase 
Program, 
1855 decrease 


REGION 3 


ee direction of Colorado River Basin investigations of erosion problems, plan- 

for cooperative control of erosion of watershed lands, further study of seepage 
losses on lined and unlined canals, technical supervision of land management 
problems through use of development farms and other means, and overall direction 
of soil and moisture conservation program 

All-American Canal: No work is planned for fiseal year 1955 

Gila project: For instituting and carrying out on-the-farm procedures and practices 
nes to promote the conservation of water and soil fertility. By having these 
exhibits on a development farm, it is possible to inform the greatest number of 
farmers of the benefits to be derived 

Salt ee: For continuing the program of controlling the growth and spread 
of salt cedars on a reduced scale 


Subtotal, region 3 
REGION 4 


Regional direction of soil and moisture conservation program, and inventories and 
investigations of erosion problems 

Grand Valley project: During fiscal year 1955 erosion control measures will be per- 
formed in washes immediately above the high line canal, gravity division, to pre- 
vent damage to the canal by erosion and runoff. Maintenance and other work 
which may be required to observe and maintain test and demonstrations in poten 
and Big Salt Washes of the gravity division will be continued - 

Humboldt project: No work programed for fiscal year 1955 _- 

Hyrum project: No work is planned for fiscal year 1955 

Moon Lake project: Conservation measures to control erosion in Cottonwood Wash 


Newlands project: No work is planned for fiscal year 1955 

Newton project: No work is planned for fiscal year 1955__- 

Provo River project: No work is planned for fiscal year 1955 

Sanpete project: Measures to prevent damage to project works by erosion and runoff 
will be continued 

Uncompahgre project: Channel erosion control work will be performed for the protec- 
tion of project works in actively eroding channels. Investigations and surveys of 
problem areas, including Loutzenhizer Arroyo, will continue in preparation for 
work to be performed during fiscal year 1956. 


Subtotal, region 4 
REGION 5 


Regional: Provides administrative service and technical assistance of the regional 
office at continue the coordinated soil and moisture conservation program through- 
the region. Continue an accelerated soil and moisture conservation investigation 

of program throughout the region to develop a shelf of planned work projects-._-_-- 

Carlsbad project: Continue the construction of a levee along east side of McMillan 
Reservoir to reduce water losses and stabilize erosion. Total cost of this job esti- 
mated to be a sal year 1086, and $150,000, and is programed for construction in fiscal 
year 1954, fi 955, and fiscal year = he State of New Mexico is fur- 
nishing $45,000 and is constructing part of levee Samee fiseal year 1054. The 
Carlsbad Irrigation District will furnish field engineering, superv a and con- 
tract administration. ___- 

Fort Sumner project: Work p med will consist of soil erosion control measures 
on unstable lands under urisdiction of the Bureau, = eng ste: — 
tions to protect Bureau canals, laterals, and drains. 

Rio Grande project: No work is planned for fiscal year 1955. 

Tucumcari project: Continue canal bank seeding program and transplanting of 
shelter belts for wind erosion control to protect canals and laterals from adjacent 


sandy areas_. 
ermejo project: Tnvestigational and planning work on lands under of 
the oir areas from wind and 


t project distribution and reserv 


1954 
17,500 | —17,970 
-| 12,000 +5, 000 
5, 500 —500 
$10,000 | —$2, 000 
7,000 —5, 800 
will be continued ‘ 8,200 | —11,000 
—1, 500 
On —1, 100 
—5, 900 
6, 800 —60 
27,000 | +10, 004 
11, 000 +500 
48,300 | +12, 142 
7, 000 —2, 800 
----------| —100, 792 
—2, 150 
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Office of Commissioner, Washington, D. C.— Continued 


Increase 
(+) or 
decrease 
(—) from 


Program, 
1955 


REGION 6 

Regional direction of program, including investigations and surveys of problem areas_- 

Electroreclamation: No work is planned for fiscal year 1955 

Fort Clark unit, MRB: No work is planned for fiscal year 1955_. ° 

Heart Division, MRB: Revegetation of waterways and steep slopes will be accom- 
plished at Heart Butte and Dickinson Reservoirs. Demonstrational seedings 
will be established for Heart Butte Canal banks and borrow areas. 

Huntley project: Research, investigations, and demonstrations in reclaiming heavy 
saline soils on withdrawn land will be continued _- 

Milk River project: No work is planned for fiscal year 1955, 

Riverton project: Constructed works on five Mile and Muddy Creeks will be main- 
tained and any damage by floods will be repaired. The present construction will 
be inspected closely to determine its effectiveness as a means of erosion control. 
The tree planting program will continue with new plantings in areas where silt 
deposits have been built up behind established structures and replantings made 
in areas of poor survival if soil and moisture conditions appear favorable. Grass 
and cover plantings will be made where necessary. A noxious weed eradication 

rogram will be carried out adjacent to Five Mile and Muddy Creeks. Work will 
continued on the installation of control measures as outlined in the April 1953 
report entitled, ‘‘A Plan of Channel Erosion Control, Five Mile Creek, Riverton 
Project, Wyoming.” A similar plan for the control of Muddy Creek is currently 
being worked out and if immediate construction of additional control measures is 
recommended this work will be carried out within the limits of available funds_. 

Shoshone project: Work will be continued in controlling wind-blown silt by means 
of a series of snow-type fences arranged so that the drift will form a dike above the 
high-water level of the Buffalo Bill Reservoir. The dike will be Planted to trees 
and other vegetation. In cooperation with the Soil Conservation Service, Produc- 
tion Marketing Association and the County Extension Service the Bureau will 
provide technical assistance to the Deaver Irrigation District for the purpose of 
reclaiming class 5 and 6 lands in accordance with the terms of the irrigation district's 
repayment contract. 

The existing control structures in Alkali Creek drain will be maintained. Sandbars 
and silt deposits will be removed from the main channel where necessary for proper 
channel alinement and additional structures will be installed as the need arises. __- 

Sun River project: No work is planned for fiscal year 1955 


Subtotal, region 6 
REGION 7 


Frenehman-Cambridge Division, MRB: Continuation of the cooperative program 
of investigations and provisions of soil and water conservation measures on water- 
jose pates as a means of reducing the excessive rate of sedimentation of Harry 

run 

Kendrick srabeet: For the construction of retention dikes, contour ditches, sloping 
banks on drains and the seeding of canals and laterals to prevent erosion and for the 

irage Flats project: To continue the cooperative program of investigation and con- 
struction for the prevention of runoff and sediment discharge to project structures 
and lands in the Cottonwood Creek drainage area, above and along Mirage Flats 
~—_. and in other minor drainage areas which cause recurring damages to Bureau 


Nowhe Platte roject: Includes demonstrational lateral and canal linings, stabilization 
of canal and lateral banks by revegetation, protection of facilities from runoff and 
sediment, location of canal and lateral sections subject to high seepage losses, and the 
investigation of drains, canals, laterals, and groundwater. During fiscal year 1955 
an erosion control, drainage and channel stabilization demonstration will be con- 
ducted in the Tub Springs area, similar to that being performed in fiscal year 1954 
in the Browns Canyon area 


Subtotal, region 7 


Mr. Jensen. $500,000 for soil and moisture conservation is a little 
less than what was appropriated in fiscal 1954. 1 wonder if we can 
justify appropriating less? 

r. Dominy. That is one of those places, Mr. Chairman, where we 
kind of got in a bind to live within a predetermined ceiling for all 
operation and maintenance items. Soil and moisture is one of the 
maintenance items. We had $801,500 appropriated in fiscal 1954. 


1954 
$20,000 | —$2, 000 
--------| 12,000 

10,500 | —2,500 
117, 500 — 53, 064 
18,000 | —14, 286 

—100 

i —1, 360 

2,000 | —5,000 

| —5, 000 

| 
25,000 | +—18, 000 

360 
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Continuine Funp, Fort Peck Prosect 


Mr. Jensen. We will insert pages 612 through 616 in the record at 
this point. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


Continuing fund for emergency expenses, Fort Peck project, Montana 


Estimated accrued expenditures, 1954 
Estimated accrued expenditures, 1955 


This fund is used to ag | the operating expenses of the generation and trans- 
mission of power from Fort Peck project, Corps of Engineers, and to defray emer- 
gency expenses to insure continuous operation (16 U. 8. C. 833). It receives 
revenues from the sale of electric energy. Receipts in excess of current operating 
needs may be retained so as to maintain a continuing emergency fund of $500,000. 
The balance is paid into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts to cover amortiza- 
tion and interest on the cost of the dam, reservoir, and powerplant allocated to 
power and of transmission. 


Payments to States of Arizona and Nevada, Colorado River Dam fund, Boulder 
Canyon project 
Appropriated (estimate), 1954 
Estimate, 1955 
Annual payments of $300,000 in lieu of taxes are made to each of the States 
of Arizona and Nevada, from revenues from the operation of the Boulder Canyon 
project (43 U. 8. C., ch. 12A). 


Payment of interest on advances from the Treasury, Colorado River Dam fund, 
Boulder Canyon project 


Appropriated (estimate), 1954 
Estimate, 1955 


Payments of interest are made to the Treasury on moneys advanced for the 
construction of the Boulder Canyon Por from revenues from the operation of 
the Boulder Canyon project (43 U. 8. C., ch. 12A). 


Payment to Farmers’ Irrigation District (North Platte project, Nebraska-Wyoming), 
Bureau of Reclamation 


Appropriated (estimate), 1954 
Estimate, 1955 


Payments are made from appropriations from the reclamation fund, to the 
extent authorized by the act of May 25, 1948, to the Farmers’ Irrigation District 
on behalf of the Northport Irrigation District for water carriage in accordance 
with contracts entered into pursuant to said act (62 Stat. 273). 


Refunds and returns, Bureau of Reclamation 


Appropriated (estimate), 1954 
Estimate, 1955 


Overcollections are refunded and amounts of deposits not applied to the pur- 
poses for which the deposits were accepted are returned (64 Stat. 689). 


SUMMARY TABLES 
Mr. Jensen. I have here a list of overall tabulations which will be 


inserted into the record at this point. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


| 
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Appropriations from reclamation and other funds, fiscal years 1902-54 


Reclamation fund General fund 


Colorado} Colorado 
Power ront am 
work fund 
revenue oni 
levee 
system 


Perma- 
nent 
appro- 
priations 


Emergency 
relief 


funds ? 


(3) 
3 $2, 000, 000 
315, 363, 800 


) 

318. 051, 161 
9, 562, 038 
9, 180, 700 
8, 183, 300 


= 


eo 


ons 


$103, 535, 000). 114, 991, 000 
34, 076, 000) - 35, 252, 750 
25, 438, 000) 

4 4, 873, 000| 
37, 047, 500) $1, 100, 
‘4 , 600, 
7| 5, 700, 
5, 600, 81, 009, 300 
2, 600, 105, 986, 070 


127, 130, 108 

122, 222, 831 

148, 730, 438 

270, 897, 242 

366, 366, 902 

277, 329, 514 

6, 505, 000; 240, 763, 522 

61, 783, 162, 0, 859, 541 643, 080) nf 7,804, 000) 213, 954, 991 

690, 0 070, 790/68, 421, 868) 1, 882, 912, 903, 395 903, 730 192, 4 478, 530 81, 386, 7 780 2, 944, 037, 042 

63, 585, 006/11, 299, 490 66, 105, = 7, 100, 000) "150. 769, 660 
| 


Total._....|753, 655, 721, 358) 1, 949, O18, 353 1, 903, = 29, 542, 192, 478, 530) 7803, 094, 806, 702 


1 Prior to fiscal year 1916 funds were made available from the reclamation fund by allotment authorized 
by the Secretary of the Interior. 
2 Emergency relief funds include allocations from NIRA, PWA, WPA, and ERA funds. 
3 Allotments made prior to Fallon, Ney., conference on July 27, 1907, were canceled and summary allot- 
mange were Original amounts excluded from total column. 
redit 
5 This amount was reduced by $600,000 by title V of the same Appropriation Act. 


Fiscal year Total 
Regular ! | | 
1922. _.......] 20. 266, 335, 871 
1929. 14, 138. 400) $190, 000 15, 000! 100, 14. 443. 400 
1930. ......--| 8, 253,000] 390,000} 10, 660,000) 100. 19. 403, 000 
6, 971, 000) 300,000} 25,000,000! 100,000)... 32, 371, 000 
1933.....-.-.| 2,442, 288} 375,000} 13, 050, 000)... 
1934.........| 3,003,000! 405,000} 8, 000,000) 48, 000). 
860, 750| 316, me: 
1,022,100} 366,000} 15,900,000! 50,000, 
12,028,600] 316,000} 34, 850, 000|____ $350, 000 
1938. ........| 11, 99:, 600} 331,000} 30, 655,000} «5, 000) 500, 000 
10, 574,600} 366,000} 82,980,000} 15,000; 500, 000 
13,269,600} 606,000} 64,200,000} 15,000! 575,000 
9,429,600} 571,000} 63, 750,000} 15,000) 768, 000 
1942.__.___._| 7,446,600} 664,400} 94,245,031} 50,000) 1,000, 000) 
2,651,060} 956,900} 86,628,565; 47,895! 1,379, 250) #1, 131) 2,600,000) 94, 262. 539 
1944_._._....| 2,422,500) 2,091,975) 35,578,000! 75, 000) 1, 443, 100) 472,709 5, 669, 468 47, 207, 334 
1946... ___| 
1951... 
Subtotal. 
1 


General 


expenses’’ and “General 


Total 


wer systems.’” 


Emergency 
fund 


The column for emergency 


General 
adminis- 
trative 
expenses 


SESS 


General 
investiga- 
gations 


jously titled ‘Salaries 


1833 


+ 


te- 
nance ! 
t appropriations for payment of interest and repayment 


an 
“Emergency fund for irrigation and 


RESERSER 


lude appropriations prev 


2, 695, 617,999 | 277,520,016 | 55,244, 102 | 64,224,585 | 2,200,000 | 3, 004, 806, 702 
the Secretary of the Interior prior to fiscal year 1916. 


Construction 


and rehabili- 
tation 
appropriated 


= 


th 


administrative expenses 


accounts.” 


Not available by fiscal year. 


5 This amount was reduced by $600,000 by title V of the Appropriation Act. 


Fiscal year 
Total. 


? Allotments made prior to Fallon, Nev., conference on July 27, 1907, were canceled, and summary allot- 


! Operation and maintenance includes 

ments issued. Original amounts are excluded from total column. 
* Distribution of allotments prior to fiscal year 1916, water conservation and utility funds, and compen- 
Note.—Includes allocations from NIRA, PWA, WPA, and ERA funds; and allotments made to the 


of advances to the Colorado River Dam fund, and payments to the States of Arizona and Nevada, to 


$88,486,780 since 1938, 


* Credit. 


Reclamation Service b 
fund above refers to 


sation increase. 


| | 
| 

1902 

1903 

1904 

1905 
1906 

1907 
1907 

1908 

1909 

1910 

1911 

1912 

1913 

1914 

1915 

1916_J 

1917 

1918 

1919 

1920 

1921 

1922 

1923 

1924 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930. 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1988 

1939 

1940 

1941 

1942 

1943 

1044 

1945 

1946. 

1947 

1948. 

1949_. 

1950 

1951... 

1952- 

1953_. 

1954_. | 

4 
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Sra?TEMENT ON Amounts INCLUDED IN FiscaL YEAR 1955 PRoGRAM For Farm 
Unir DEVELOPMENT 


In the following tabulation, there are shown those projects on which farm unit 
development work will be active in fiscal year 1955 with either presently available 


funds or new appropriations and the amounts of funds involved: 
Amounts in 
Siscal year 1955 


All-American Canal, Coachella 
Minidoka, north side pumping division 
Klamath 

Columbia 

Kendrick 


Drainage and minor completion program Shoshone ~ 
Missouri River Basin project: 
Bostwick division 
Cedar Bluff unit__ 
Crow Creek unit 
Frenchman-Cambridge division..- 
Heart Butte 
Kirwin unit 
Lower Marias unit___. : 
St. Francis unit 
Shadehill unit 
Webster unit_._. 
Drainage and minor completion program: 
Angostura unit. _ 
Dickinson unit- 
Fort Clark unit 


CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Status of funds as of Dec. 31, 1953, for projects and activities for which funds are 
requested in fiscal year 1955 


} Funds Unliquidated | Unobligated Unexpended 
Project or activity | available obligations balance balance 


$5, 110, 591. 62 
Boulder 
Central Valley 
Colorado-Big Thompson -- 


Minidoka, north side 


Yakima 
Yakima Roza 


472, 209. 26 49, 945. 26 247, 335. 41 


Riverton project, payment to Shoshone 
and Arapahoe Tribes of Indians, 
Wyoming 0 0 0 

Rehabilitation and betterment of exist- 
ing projects... ... 1, 655, 816. 85 433, 541. 91 622, 883. 40 

Missouri River Basin 48, 837, 559. 75 13, 809, 087. 01 15, 090, 439. 45 

Drainage and minor completion. _.--.-- __ 1,400 499, 246. 56 387, 880. 94 965, 039. 9 96 


| 150,744, 088 80 "43, 006, 649. 80. 629, 009. 25 


42590—54— pt. 


Projects program 
_... 216, 000 
9, 273 
--. 120, 400 
: 5, 000 
10, 220. 01 | U, 00U. DD UO 20, OWS. 
959, 406. 30 463, 538. 14 270, 003. 80 733, 541. 94 
| 17, 135, 870. 65 5, 903, 106. 20 2, 312, 369. 83 8, 215, 476. 03 
477, 693. 86 212, 568. 02 269, 119. 33 481, 687. 35 
Middle Rio Grande. — 1, 581, 049. 33 688, 030. 25 690, 554. 77 1, 378, 585. 02 
TS eee 1, 246, 818. 75 675, 737. 64 232, 140. 66 907, 878. 30 
hall len 523, 721. 36 68, 720. 16 212, 831. 84 281, 552. 00 
Weber Basin. _. Weowemae 5, 188, 695. 86 621, 590. 66 3, 043, 495. 78 3, 665, ORB. 44 
: > ci jhe 18, 527, 727. 92 5, 430, 551. 37 5, 637, 122. 26 11, 067, 673. 63 
snus 3, 473, 803. 31 2, 048, 829. 57 697, 747. 08 2, 746, 576. 65 
igataboaahiane 25, 656. 16 25. 00 16, 776. 22 16, 801. 22 
Eden = Sey Re oa ee 615, 496. 51 2, 858. 87 457, 666.15 460, 525. 02 
EES SS Se eee 2, 368,010.11 | 1, 619, 397. 56 653, 431. 96 2, 272, 829. 52 
Riverton | PO 297, 280. 67 
| 
| 0 
1, 056, 425. 31 
| 28, 899, 526. 46 
1, 352, 920. 90 
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Status of funds as of Dec. 31, 1953, for projects and activities for which no funds are 
requested in fiscal year 1955 


Project or activity 


Funds avail- 
a 


Unliquidated 
obligations 


Unobligated 
balance 


Unexpended 
ba! 


Hungry Horse 
Kings River 
All-American Canal 


Colorado River front work and levees... 


Provo River 

Fort Sumner 

Avondale - 

Dalton Gardens____- 

Klamath 

Kern River 

Commissioner’s reserve 

Regional CPA and Denver (transfer from 
rojects) 

Advances from outside agencies 


$364, 569. 06 
4, 324. 46 


19, 475, 046. 56 
20, 


2,877, 910. 


$311, 881. 75 
0 


142, 162. 39 
86, 448. 62 
1, ~* 89 


0 
15. 00 
17, 504. 71 


195. 99 


5, 049, 183. 47 


! Not included in total. 


Reconciliation of reports on status of funds to the S. F. 133 as of Dec. 31, 1953 


Amount 


14.X0661, construction and rehabilitation funds 


Amount 


Funds available, line 6 
Anticipated ‘reimbursements, not included ___. 
CPA unobligated balance, not included 


CPA reimbursements, outside agencies 


CPA unobligated balance included in consolidated 


Unobligated balance: 
Lines 10A, B, C, 
CPA unobl igated balance (forme 


balance from report: 
thot igated balance, report 


Unexpended balance per report 


as above), not included 
CPA anticipated reimbursement adjustment on consolidated 


155, 898, 018. 37 


155, 898, 018. 37 


54, 274, 340. 95 


54, 182, 403. 91 
91, 937.04 


54, 274, 340. 95 


54, 274, 340. 95 


50, 444, 521.05 


45, 487, 274. 62 
92. 84 
140, 653. 59 


50, 444, 521.05 


54, 182, 403. 91 
45, 487, 274. 62 


99, 669, 678, 53 


$208,117.33 | $519, 999. 08 
4, 230. 11 4, 230. 11 
4 steed 1, 141, 939. 09 | | 1,021, 906. 57 1, 164, 068. 96 
300,000. 50 "977322189 | "363,771. 51 
me 216, 748. 76 150, 925. 70 152, 840. 59 
0 166, 00 166. 00 
r 222, 000. 00 209, 741. 45 209, 741. 45 
; 268, 000, 00 235, 04. 66 235, 069. 66 
340, 327.89 357, 080, 29 
19, 999. 59 ‘= 16, 078, 89 
. 98 0 
560, 044. 46 2, 480, 624.82 | 3, 040, 669, 28 
reflected reflected 
on 8, F. 133 on report 
ooceeeseeseseee----+-----}$155, 898, 018.37 | $153, 622, 000,08 
tite ows 1, 711, 044, 18 
1, 686. 99 
Unliquidated obligations: 
CPA unliquidated obligations included in consolidated ..............|._._. ae 
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Status of funds as of Dec, 31, 1953, for projects and activities for which funds are 
requested in fiscal year 1955 


Funds Unliquidated| Unobligated | | 
Project or activity available | obligations | lance balance 


Drainage and minor completion: 
Boise, Anderson Ranch Dam__.............| $64, 999. 29 $7, 268. 11 
Boise drainage. ...............-. 2, 000. 09 0 
Boise 99, 999. 89 42, 231.05 
Buffalo apids, Ist Division .- 70, 046. 98 79, 507.72 
Buffalo Rapids, 2d Division_____-- ne 90, 019. 98 2, 035. 10 
Deschutes north unit.......................| 15,399.88 1, 089. 40 
Milk River. 163, 381. 01 32, 190. 40 
Minidoka, Gooding 2, 000. 47 0 
Mirage 59, 667. 00 
312. 02 
25, 000. 00 0 25, . 00 
300, 342. 07 70, . 24. 98 
34, 000. 
251. 755. 99 
2, 338. = 
130, 252, 276. 12 


Total, drainage and minor completion 
jects 1, 499, 246. 56 7, 5 965, 039. 96 1, 352, 920. 90 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Status of funds as of Dec. 31, 1953, for projects and activities for which funds are 
requested in fiscal year 1955 


ie Funds Unliquidated | Unobligated | Unexpended 
Project or activity available | obligations balance balance 


Imperial Dam 


Parker-Davis 
Boulder Canyon... 
Central Valley ; 3, 322, 917. 62 
Colorado-Bi 
San Luis V 
Minidoka 


Deschutes, north unit 

Klamath 

2, 902, 200. 00 
485, 300. 00 

Riverton 

Shoshone 

Missouri River project 

Soil and moisture conservation 821, 500. 00 . "372, 167.06 ori 766. 32 


ag 930, 253. 19 334, 152. 87 110, 845, 232. 96 | 11, 179, 385. 83 


ieeiniaticenbteaésn0ccenceaue 0 0 0 0 
tes $50, 000. 00 0 $26,169.21 | $26, 169. 21 
Ok SE ae ae 239, 818. 85 $4, 164. 77 129, 853. 23 134, 018. 00 
Colorado River front work and levee. 1, 103, 860. 36 14, 719. 03 557, 082. 28 571, 801. 31 
56, 477. 85 967, 673. 97 1, 024, 151. 82 
20, 574. 59 908, 054. 96 923, 629. 55 
1, 447. 73 270, 002. 74 271, 450. 47 
48, 665.61 | 1, 822,677.10 1, 871, 342. 71 
10, 087. 34 329, 661. 63 339, 698. 97 
641. 00 6, 092. 77 6, 733. 77 
15, 282. 09 201, 200. 60 216, 482. 69 
| Ox 7, 479. 24 243, 883. 63 251, 362. 87 
pO eS ee 302, 640. 00 6, 651. 70 177, 943. 57 184, 595. 27 
54, 722. 29 14, 417. 16 8, 805. 20 23, 222. 36 
_ 5 274, 718. 04 1, 655. 57 123, 367. 93 125, 023. 50 
13, 900. 73 623. 09 6, 772. 94 7, 396. 03 
65, 800. 00 164. 00 32, 475, 38 32, 639. 38 
21, 684. 66 723, 916. 46 745, 601. 12 
W. OC. Austin ‘ 12, 111. 84 | 172. 31 5, 807. 61 | 5, 979. 92 
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Status of funds as of Dec. 31, 1958, for projects and activities for which no funds are 
requested in fiscal year 1955 


Project or activity 


Unliquidated 
obligations 


Unobligated 


Unexpended 


Ogden River 
Pine River 


Resiousl ‘GPA and Denver (transferred from 
projects) ! 


2 
Soso 


S88 


292, 694. 10 


S 


Elo 88882 


171, 166. 93 


176, 013. 62 


! Not included in total. 


Reconciliation of report on status of funds to the 8. 


F. 133, as of Dec. 


31, 1953 


1440664— Operation and maintenance, 1954 


Amount 
reflected on 
8. F. 133 


Amount 
reflected on 
report 


available: 


6_. 
CPA unobligated balance included in consolidated _- 
Anticipated reimbursements 


Unobligated balan 


balance 


CPA unobl 


balance from report: 
obligat tons —Beport 


idated 


-| $22, 276, 490. 36 


$21, 218, 455. 99 
837. 00 


1, 057, 197. 37 


22, 276, 490. 36 


22, 276, 490. 36 


317, 419. 56 


338, 999. 56 
(21, 580.00) 


317, 419. 56 


317, 419, 56 


11, 016, 399. 89 
292, 694. 10 
21, 580. 00 


11, 330, 673. 99 


338, 999. 56 
11, 016, 399. 89 


11, 355, 399. 45 


Funds 
548, 218. 00 — 
|| 
Unliquidated obligations: 
CPA, unliquidated obligations on | 
CPA anticipated reimbursements not included in consolidated 
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Reconciliation of report on status of funds to 8. F. 133 as 
7AE, and emergency fund 


of Dec. 31, 1958, GI, 


General in- 
vestigations 


Funds available: Line 6, S. F. 133 
Less: 


Line 1, CPA carryover included above 
Line da, CPA reimbursement not adjusted on consoli- 


Line 4C, anticipated reimbursement on consolidated 
Line 11, unobligated balance including above (C PA)_ pe 


Amount per report 
vee obligations: Line 8A, S. F. 133 
Add: CPA unliquidated at ded on projects 
i CPA unliquidated obligaions on consolidated 
Amount per report 


Unobligated balances: Line 10A, B, C and 11, 4C, 5B, 8. 
Less: CPA unobligated balance. 


Amount per report 


F. 133. 


Unexpended balances: 
Unliquidated obligations 
Unobligated balances 


3, 227, 805. 71 
(44, 981. 00) 
(1, 000. 00) 


(9, 725. 32 
(15, 119. 48) 


General ad- 
ministrative 
expenses 


Emergency 
fund 


4, 521, 000. 00 


3, 156, 979. 91 


1, 684, 372. 21 
(384, 654. 14) 


718. 0% 


809, 612. 59 


81, 460. 45 
1, 299, 718. 07 


50, 309. 00 
809, 612. 59 


1, 381, 178. 52 


2, 384, O11. 84 


859, 921. 59 


Status of funds as of Dec. 31, 1953, for projects one genie for which funds are 
requested in fiscal year 195 


Project or activity 


Unliquidated 
obligations 


Unobligated 
balance 


General investigations 
General administrative expenses. 
Emergency fund 


$81, 460. 45 
54, 502. 14 
50, 309. 00 


$1, 299, 718.07 
2, 329, 509. 70 
809, 612. 39 


| 

_....| | 4, 503, 962.48 | 990, 088. 92 

Nanna 56, 889. 14 54, 502. 14 50, 309. 00 

ai bswne 81, 460. 45 54, 502. 14 50, 309. 00 

balance 

.-----]$3, 156, 979. 91 po a $1, 381, 178, 52 

..----| 4,503, 962, 48 2, 384, O11. 84 

------| 990,058. 92 859, 921. 39 


1136 


Unobligated construction and rehabilitation funds at June 30, 1954, estimates through 
Dec. 31, 1958 


Budget of the United | Congressional Justifi- 
States 1955 cation 


Fiseal year 1954 appropriation status 
and project 


June 30, June 30, June 30, June 30, estimate 
1954 1955 1954 1955 


FUNDS REQUESTED 


Hoover Dam and er- 
plant... _- 
Cachuma_. 

Carlsbad. 

Central V: alley 

Colorado-Big ” Thompson 

Columbia Basin__- 

Davis 


Kendrick 
Middle Rio Grande. 
Minidoka—north side Pumping division. 
Missouri River Basin __- 
Paonia... 
Rio Grande 
Riverton. 
Solano 
Vermejo 
Weber Basin. 
Yakima: 
Ora. 
Yuma, auxiliary 
Drainage and minor completion ade ‘ 107, 352 
Rehabilitation and betterment 46, 303 16, 303 


2, 648, 655 


126, 000 


Dalton Garde 
Hungry Horse_- 
Kern River 


1, 519, 856 1, 571, 556 


Total construction and rehabilita- 
tion funds 4, 088, 511 b 4, 220, 211 


| | field 
200,000 000 $372, 697 
Yoo! ooo 
$194,000 | 2, 682, 753 
50, 000 
85, 108 
| 95, 000 
16, 303 
194,000 | 4, 184, 213 
FUNDS NOT REQUESTED 
Boulder Canyon: All-American Canal 
893, 856 616, 856 893, 856 616, 856 905, 404 
Colorado River front-work and levee sys- 
Subtotal... | 616,806 1, 250,404 
| 10,855) 5,435,017 
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Unobligated construction and rehabilitation funds at June 30, 1954, estimates through 
Dec. 31, 1953, Missouri River Basin 


Budget of the United Congressional justifi- 
States 1955 cation 
1953, 


Unit or division field 


June 30, | June 30, | estimates 
1954 955 


Continuing divisions and units: 
Buford-Trenton unit- 7 | 187, 000 
Cedar Bluff unit____- 3 | 5, 000 
Crow Creek pump uni | 
Frenchman-Cambridge 70, 000 
Beart Butte wait... 150, 000 

38, 


Jamestown unit SERS 

Lower Marias unit_ | 

Missouri Diversion unit_- 

Rapid Valley unit 

Shadehill 

‘Transmission division 

Webster unit______- 

Drainage and minor “completion _- | 
Remaining divisions and 


Total, Missouri River Basin... 1, 382,000 | ,000 | 2, 682, 753 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 


Amounts available for obligation 


1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 


Appropriation or estimate: Reclamation fund, special fund__-| $5, 250, 000 
Reimbursements from other accounts. 17, 333 


Total available for obligation 5, 267, 333 
Unobligated balance, returned to unappropriated receipts ni —82, 932 


Obligations incurred 5, 184, 401 


Obligations by activities 


| 
Description 1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 


(a) Departmental and Denver offices $2, 647, 381 | 
(b) Regional offices 2, 519, 687 


$2, 430, 000 $2, 390, 000 
2, 070, 000 1, 910, 000 


4, 500, 000 | 4, 300, 000 


Total direct obligations 5, 167, 068 | 


| 
1, General administration: 
| 
| 


Obligations Payable Out of Reimbursements From Other 
Accounts 


1. General administration: 
(a) Departmental and Denver offices _- 7, 20, 000 
(6) Regional offices i 225 | 1,000 


Total obligations payable out of reimbursements 
from other accounts 7, } 21, 000 


Obligations incurred 3 4, 521, 000 


| une 30, une 30, 
194 | 1955 | 
| 280, 000 |---- 500, 000 
$4, 500, 000 $4, 300, 000 
21, 000 20, 000 
| 4, 521, 000 4, 320, 000 
| | 
| 
|------ 
4, 320, 000 
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Obligations by objects 


Object classification 


1953 actual 


1954 estimate 


1955 estimate 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


‘Total number of permanent positions 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 
Average number of all employees 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Avera — 
verag 


Personal services: 


Other positions 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base 
Payment above basic rates 


Total personal services 
Travel 
Transportation of things_- 
Communication services 
Rents and utility services 
Printing and reproduction 
Services performed by other agencies 
Supplies and materials - 
Equipment 
Refunds, awards, and indemnities 
Taxes and assessments 


Total direct obligations 
Obligations Payable Out of Reimbursements From Other Accounts 
02 
07 Other contractual services 
08 Supplies and materials. 
09 Equipment 


Total obligations payable out of reimbursements from 
other accounts 


ALLOCATION TO BUREAU OF MINES 
Average number of all employees 
01 Personal services: Positions other than permanent 
05 Rents and utility services 

08 Supplies and materials 


Obligations incurred 


n 


Analysis of expenditures 


1953 actual 


1954 estimate 


Unliquidated obligations, start of year 
Obligations incurred during the year 


uct: 

Adjustment in obligations of prior years‘ 
‘imbursements 

Unliquidated obligations, end of year 


Total expenditures 


Expenditures are distributed as follows: 
Out of current autnorizations 
Out of prior authorizations 


705 575 556 
|. $6, 628 $6, 878 $7, 022 
ustodial grades: 
re $2, 869 $2, 912 $2, 928 
Direct Obligations 
$4.560,466 | $3, 865, 515 $3, 851, 300 
= |e 16, 164 13, 559 13, 500 
8, 620 8, 629 8, 000 
4, 604, 479 3, 901, 010 3, 
226, 970 242, 341 
12, 371 15, 037 
74,177 83, 725 
4, 799 18, 158 
22, 503 29, 049 
124, 367 104, 637 
24, 497 31, 000 
| 44, 258 49, 517 
23, 211 23, 341 
13 299 168 
15 2, 637 2, 017 || 
5, 164, 568 4, 500, 000 4, 300, 000 
15, 340 20, 000 20, 000 
21,00 20, 00 
5, 181, 901 4, 521. 000 4, 320, 000 
1955 estimate 
hid $484, 159 $407, 368 $495, 368 
scnccodetheedhanumeeniued 5, 184, 401 4, 521, 000 4, 320, 000 
5,668,560 | 4, 928, 368 4, 815, 368 
Sicecxsarereseece 17, 333 21, 000 20, 000 
ceudubdmebenceiebela 407, 368 495, 368 518, 368 
5,177, 977 4, 412, 000 4, 277,000 
setinewenciublin biden 4, 759, 701 4, 006, 000 3, 787, 000 
418, 276 406, 000 490, 000 
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Mr. JENSEN. General administrative expenses. Appropriated for 
1954, $4,500,000; estimate for 1955, $4,300,000; decrease of $200,000. 
We will insert in the record at this point pages 69 through 76. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 


Appropriation Act, 1954 

Decreases: 
Departmental and Denver offices_- 
Regional offices 


Subtotal 
Increases, none. 
Budget estimate, 1955 


Analysis by activities 


Justifica- 


Activity Decreases | Subtotal Increases page 
4 reference 


1, Departmental! and Denver 
i) $2, 430, 000 $172, 000 | $2, 258, 000 
2. Regional offices 2, 070, 000 28,000 | 2,042,000 


4, 500, 000 200,000 | 4, 300, 000 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


The Bureau is requesting an appropriation of $4,300,000 for general administra- 
tive expenses in fiscal year 1955. This is $200,000 less than was appropriated for 
this purpose in fiscal year 1954 and $950,000 less than was made available for 
fiscal year 1953. The reduced amount requested for fiscal year 1955 reflects the 
economies which will be achieved through the current reorganization of the 
Bureau’s administrative structure. 

While the Bureau’s total programs for all activities will be somewhat lower than 
the $177 million obligation program scheduled for the current year, the responsi- 
bilities of administration are fairly constant in a going concern such as the Bureau 
of Reclamation and are not immediately nor Sirectly affected by increases or 
decreases in field programs. Many administrative functions are unaffected by the 
size of the program. Work in some areas of administration is actually increased, 
when program appropriations are reduced, by reason of the necessity for a higher 
order of supervision. For example, in this fiscal year 1954, maximum use of 
available funds has required closer examination of work progress than formerly. 
Recurring problems inherent in administering the Bureau’s public relations and 
internal activities in the wide area of its operations are not expected to decrease 
in fiscal year 1955. 

There are three major functions or activities which are considered by the Bureau 
to determine the basic workload under this appropriation. The first of these is the 
increasing responsibility for supervision of the rapidly expanding physical plant. 
From 1945 to the end of fiscal year 1954 Reclamation facilities for the storage of 
water, delivery of irrigation water, and the generation and transmission of electric 
energy will have been placed in service with an aggregate value in excess of $1 
billion, bringing the total investment in reclamation to $2.6 billion. Because of the 
increasing Sone entailed in the operation and maintenance of this expanded 
physical plant, general administration requirements are actually considerably 
greater than can be financed from the general administrative expenses appropria- 
tion under the present concept and scope of this appropriation. 

In this connection there is a clear history of legislative intent running back at 
least to the Fact Finders Act of December 5, 1924. That intent has been ex- 
pressed frequently in appropriation acts to the effect that expenses incident to the 

neral administration of Reclamation projects operated and maintained by the 

ureau or transferred to water users’ organizations for operation and maintenance 
shall be nonreimbursable. Included in the general administration of operating 


200,000 
BR-75 
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projects are (1) activities dealing directly with the Government’s assets in lands 
and project facilities and in repayment contracts, (2) activities in furtherance of 
general Reclamation objectives of successful project development and extension of 
family-size unit farming, and (3) encouragement of operation and maintenance 
of local project facilities by the water users. 

There are 62 Bureau projects which are operated in whole or in part by the water 
users. In all, more than 6% million acres can be served with irrigation water from 
facilities constructed or rehabilitated by the Bureau of Reclamation. Over 400 
power-marketing contracts are in existence under which the Bureau markets more 
kilowatt-hours of electrical energy per year than any other single organization in 
the world, private or public. 

On the irrigation side, the Bureau must maintain an organization in the field 
to administer the delivery of water that supports one-fourth of the irrigation 
farming in the Western States. Contact must be maintained with the works 
turned over to the water users to insure proper protection of the Government’s 
investment, to see that full use is made of available water and that the construction 
cost is being repaid in accordance with the schedules established in the repayment 
contracts. The administration of repayment contracts, including review of the 
ability of water users to repay construction costs, is a major activity at all levels. 

In the power field, there are 24 powerplants with over 4 million kilowatt in- 
stalled capacity. These plants operate around the clock, year in, year out, and 
must be maintained at 100-percent efficiency on a permanent basis. The energy 
generated is moved over various networks, frequently on a share basis, with other 
publie and private parties. The overall direction of the Bureau’s power system is 
a complex management operation. 

The second factor for major consideration is the matter of river regulation. The 
development and conservation of water resources of the West is being accomplished 
by river basins. Other agencies of the Government, primarily the Corps of En- 
gineers, are engaged in the construction and operation of large storage and other 
works on the same streams on which facilities constructed by the Bureau exist. 

The operation of reservoirs on the river systems of the West is becoming in- 
creasingly complicated. Releases from upstream flood-control reservoirs, for 
example, can have a very material effect on downstream uses for irrigation and 
power. Operation of all reservoirs as a coordinated unit is essential to achieve 
maximum flood-control benefits consistent with storage of water for irrigation and 
power generation. 

The Bureau must maintain frequent contact with all other agencies, public and 
private, engaged in the use of water in order that the Bureau reservoirs will be 
operated, not only to achieve their designed conservation objectives, but in full 
accordance with State laws, interstate compacts, repayment contracts, inter- 
agency agreements, vested rights.of individuals, and the economic needs of the 
area. 

Third is the matter of seeing that the jobs get done on schedule and in the man- 
ner Congress directs, as supplemented by Executive orders and actions. Appro- 
priated funds for construction, operation, and maintenance and investigations of 
future projects are programed for expenditure to achieve yearly goals endorsed by 
the Congress. Much of the time of the officials and working staff of the Wash- 
ington, Denver, and regional offices is devoted to checking the status of work, 
initiating action to overcome roadblocks, and generally following through to see 
that the integrated mechanism of field activity keeps rolling. 

While these three factors are identified as perhaps the most important in the 
determination of workload, of importance also are such activities as handling 
voluminous correspondence, public relations, organizational reviews, special 
assignments received from higher authority, attendance at hearings and other 
meetings, and similar executive and administrative activities. 

The appropriation finances the general administrative activities of the Washing- 
ton office, the regional offices, and the Commissioner’s office in Denver. The 
following tabulation shows allotments for fiscal years 1954 and 1955 for the offices 
financed by this appropriation: 
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Washington, Denver, and regional offices, total fund requirements, fiscal years 1954 
and 1955 


| 
| Fiscal year 1954| Fiscal year 1955 


Washington office $1, 960, 000 $1, 673, 250 
Commissioner's office, Denver, Colo 470, 000 584, 750 


Region 1, Boise, Idaho 

Region 2, Sacramento, Calif... 
Region 3, Boulder City, Nev 
Region 4, Salt Lake City, Utah 
Region 5, Amarillo, Tex 
Region 6, Billings, Mont 
Region 7, Denver, Colo 


Total, regional offices 2, 070, 000 


Grand total ; 4, 500, 000 


Departmental (Washington office) —general administrative expenses 

The request of $4,300,000 includes $1,673,250 allocation to the Washington 
office. This is $286,750 less than was allocated in fiscal year 1954. This reduc- 
tion results from the reorganization of the Washington office through which 
certain functions are being transferred to the Commissioner’s offices in Denver. 
A few positions are being transferred from Denver to Washington. Another 
factor in connection with the reduced requirements of the Washington office is the 
institution of certain economies through reducing to a minimum the requirements 
of the Commissioner’s office. Except for those functions being transferred to 
Denver, the allocation to the Washington office represents an effort to maintain 
an efficient degree of overall direction and administration of the Bureau’s opera- 
tions at lower cost. 


Commissioner’s offices in Denver—general administrative expenses 


The proposed allocation for fiscal year 1955 of $584,750 to the Commissioner’s 
offices in Denver, Colo., is $114,750 more than was allocated for fiscal year 1954. 
Functions and positions transferred from Washington account for the increase. 
While the greater part of the work performed in the Denver office is of a project 
type of work, that is work for a specific project or activity for which appropriations 
are provided, certain activities and functions in the offices of the Commissioner 
located in Denver are those of the Commissioner’s immediate staff and because 
they are nonproject in character come within the scope of general administration, 


Denver office—services to projects 


The major portion of the expense required to maintain the Commissioner’s 
office in Denver, Colo., is incurred in rendering technical assistance and services 
to field offices, projects and activities. In fiscal year 1955 as heretofore, these 
services will be financed by transfer of funds from project and activity allotments 
on a program basis. A majority of such funds will be transferred from the con- 
struction and rehabilitation appropriation, although some funds will be trans- 
ferred from the operation and maintenance and general investigations appro- 
priations. In all cases the transfer of funds will be based on the project or activity 
program that governs the amount of planning, designing, ete., which the Denver 
office will be requested to perform for each such project or activity. Since the 
work to be performed in Denver is an essential activity of the Bureau’s entire 
program, the program planned for fiscal year 1955 is directly reflected in the 
activities of the Denver office. Bureau construction often is of a scale which 
makes necessary the extension of designing over a period of years. The activities 
of the Denver offices, therefore, cannot be tied completely and finally to the work 
even for any given fiscal year. Year to year increases or decreases in the 

ureau’s programs are reflected only in partial ratio in any given vear. 

Work to be performed during fiscal years 1954 and 1955 is indicated by the 
sources of estimated advances therefor as shown in the following table: 


allt 280, 000 | 275, 700 

nnnseeceseneneennttenenencaneneeeesneee| 270, 000 265, 500 

310, 000 306, 400 

2, 042, 000 

4, 300, 000 


Fiscal year 
Source of advances 1954 


General investigations $222, 300 
Construction and rehabilitation 7, 352, 700 
Seeneien and maintenance 85, 000 

iscellaneous funds : 1, 000, 000 


8, 660, 000 


Regional offices—general administrative expenses 


It is proposed to allocate to the regional offices in fiscal year 1955, $2,042,000, 
which is $28,000 less than was allocated in fiscal vear 1954. The decreased al- 
location results from reduced program and economies achieved despite increased 
responsibilities placed in the regional offices by provisions of the reorganization. 


Regional offices—centralized project activities 

Certain types of work required for the direct benefit of a project or other activity 
can be performed more economically and efficiently on a centralized basis. _Where 
circumstances permit and to avoid duplication of project office staffs the Bureau 
maintains centralized organizations for the performance of such work. By this 
means the Bureau can upon request supply the skilled services required in the 
various technical fields at reasonable costs to the several projects or activities 
controlled by the central office. Thus, while no one project in a region or area 
may have need throughout the year for certain specialized engineering, legal, or 
economic services, all projects and activities in the region and area will require 
such services during the year in sufficient amount to require the region or area to 
maintain a minimum staff of skilled specialists. Also by merging project require- 
ments, it is possible to program a full year’s work, and to accomplish it at a mini- 
mum cost. Since the centralized project activity work is performed for the direct 
benefit of projects, such work is financed through advances from those projects 
for which work is programed, and the obligations for which are included on the 
schedules of such projects and appropriations. 

The cost of financing these services in fiscal years 1954 and 1955 is shown in 
the following table: 


Fiscal year 1954), 


Region 1, Boise, [daho A ‘ 

Region 3, Boulder City, Nev 

Region 4, Salt Lake City, Utah___. 

Region 5, Amarillo, Tex 

Region 6, Billings, 

Region 7, Denver, Colo 


Mr. Jensen. Your reorganization program has decreased personnel, 
but it appears to me that a much greater reduction could be made in 
general administrative expenses for the fiscal year 1955. 

Would you care to comment on that statement? 

Mr. Dexnemmer. Yes, sir. Our general administrative expense is 
only in the Washington office, and very few positions in the regional 
and assistant chief engineer’s office in Denver. Those functions are 
overall functions which are not properly chargeable to any particular 

he main part of our reduction in personnel has taken place in 
other categories than those paid from general administrative expense, 
and will be reflected in the costs of projects rather than in general 
administrative expense. The large portion of this is for financing 
my office in Washington. 
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Fiseal year 

1955 
$700, 000 
6, 144, 100 
82) 000 
1,015, 900 

Fiscal year 1955 
$450, 000 $655, 700 
300, 090 000 
331, 000 389, 000 
000 195, 000 
. 1, 137, 000 1, 109, 000 
554, 000 557, 800 
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Mr. Jensen. I recognize that. This is the part that all the tax- 
payers of America are going to pay in full, whereas in appropriations 
for projects, a part of the cost is reimbursable. The committee has 
always taken a very personal interest in general administrative 
expenses as well as all the other requested a propriations for the 
Department. None of this money is noi: 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is right. 


RECLAMATION FUND 


ae Crostuwair. It does come from the reclamation fund, as you 
realize. 

Mr. Jensen. But that reclamation fund does not pay the whole 
bill. It only pays a portion of it. 

Mr. Crostuwair. There is one thing about this fund. We have 
each year been increasing our overall plant in the form of additional 
assets, and the overall management of those comes from the top jobs 
in our regional offices and from the jobs here in Washington, and a rela- 
tively small number in Denver have to carry that overall responsibility. 

During this year we have reduced our staff here in Washington by 
57 positions. Some of those were in accordance with the survey team 
that made a complete survey of the Bureau and reported to the Secre- 
tary, and were transferred to Denver. They were of a technical na- 
ture, which that committee suggested be handled in Denver. But we 
still had a net decrease in Washington of about 40 positions, which 
accounts for most of that reduction of $200,000. 

Mr. JENSEN. You mentioned the fact that the general administra- 
tive expenses come out of the reclamation fund. They are not reim- 

Mr. Crostuwair. That is correct; they are not reimbursable by 
water users. 


DEPARTMENTAL AGENCIES OTHER THAN BurREAU oF RECLAMATION 
PARTICIPATING IN Missourrt River Basin Prosecr 


Mr. JENSEN. Submit for the record a statement on other agencies 
of the Department that have previously been financed under the ap- 
propriation for reclamation, construction, and rehabilitation. 

(The material referred to follows: ) 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


The Missouri River Basin project was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 
December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887) and subsequent acts in accordance with a plan 
of development set forth in Senate Document 191 and House Document 475, as 
revised and coordinated by Senate Document 247, 78th Congress, 2d session. 

The units of the Missouri River Basin project are located within the drainage 
basin of the Missouri River, comprising all or parts of the 10 States of Montana, 
Wyoming, Colorado, North Dakota, “South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, Minne- 
sota, lowa, and Missouri. 

The purpose of the Missouri River Basin project is for the full utilization of all 
of the water resources of the basin. It will provide a full water supply for about 
4,810,000 acres of land, and a supplemental water supply for about 1,140,000 
acres, develop about 998,300 kilowatts of electrical energy, control floods, and 
provide facilities for recreation, fish and wildlife, navigation, municipal water, 
mineral development, and industrial growth. Accomplishment of the goals of 
basinwide development requires the undertaking of simultaneous programs of 
investigations, construction, and operation and maintenance. In addition, to 
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insure a unified approach to all of the many factors involved in developing the 
basin resources to the optimum extent, with proper recognition of all problems 
influencing the program, seven agencies of the Department of the Interior par- 
ticipate in the program. Those agencies which participate with the Bureau of 
Reclamation in this program are the Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of 
Mines, Fish and Wildlife Service, Geological Survey, National Park Service, and 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

In the past the programs of construction and investigations, including the 
activities of the other Department of the Interior agencies, have been financed 
with construction and rehabilitation funds appropriated to the Bureau of Recla- 
mation. Beginning in fiscal year 1955, the funds to finance the investigational 
activities of the Bureau of Reclamation in the Missouri River Basin are being 
requested as part of the general investigations activity, and each of the other 
Department of the Interior agencies involved in this program are submitting 
separate requests for funds to finance their portion of the work. However, the 
plans and activities of all participating agencies will continue to be effectively 
coordinated by continuous interagency liaisons through the Missouri River 
Basin Field Committee and the Missouri River Basin Inter-Agency Committee. 

A summary of the 1955 budget requests of the participating bureaus of the 
Department, other than the Bureau of Reclamation, follows. After the summary 
will be found statements in justification of the separate estimates of the bureaus. 


Departmental agencies other than Bureau of Reclariation participating in Missouri 
River Basin project—appropriations available, 1954, and budget estimates, 1955 


Unobli- 


Appropri- | ated Total ! Budget 


Bureau, appropriation, activity ated.) 1954 estimate, 
available, 
1 


1955 


Bureau of Land Management: 
Management of lands and resources: 
Land classification $113, 516 
Cadastral surveys 24, 868 116, 868 


Total, Bureau of Land Management 230, 384 


Bureau of Indian Affairs: 
Management of resources: 
Agricultural and industrial assistance 


Geological Survey: 
Surveys, investigations and research: 
Topographic surveys and mapping. ________- 
Geologic and mineral resources, surveys, and 
mapping 
Water resources investigations. 
General administration 


Total, Geological Surv. 1, 475, 000 


Bureau of Mines: 
Conservation and development of mineral resources: 
Mineral research, unclassified 100, 000 


National Park Service: 


Management and protection: 
Park and recreation programs 36, 804 180, 000 


Fish and Wildlife Service: 
Management of resources: 
River basin studies 210, 000 20, 848 230, 848 135, 000 


2, 500, 000 | 517,461 | 3,017, 461 2, 240, 000 


1 Funds shown in these columns were appropriated to Bureau of Reclamation under ‘‘Construction and 
rehabilitation” and allocated to the bureaus. 


A 
E 
I 
t 
Q 
a 
a 
| 
105, 000 
200, 000 
( 
| 950,000 203,390 | 1, 153,390 925, 000 
| 155.000} 34,040 | 189,040 | 100, 000 
| 500,000 35,037 | 535, 037 400, 000 
55, 000 50, 000 
— = — 
Total, Department ofthe 
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Bureau or LAND MANAGEMENT 
MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 
Available, fiscal year 1954: 


Land classi- | Cadastral 
fication | surveys 


Allocated from Bureau of Reclamation 
Unobligated balance brought forward 


Tot 116, 868 | 
E emia “fiscal year 1955: Management of land and resources. 105, 000 | 200, 000 


Land classification 

Classification of public lands in the Missouri Basin is necessary to determine 
the uses for which these lands are best adapted and to also obtain an inventory 
of the land resources under the Missouri Basin program in the Department. There 
are approximately 19 million acres of these lands in the basin program of which 
approximately 10 million acres have been classified. 

he land-classification program for the fiscal year was worked out with the 

Missouri Basin Field Committee and made known to other participating agencies. 
Adjustments in the program made necessary by reductions in available funds 
first planned for, are also made through the medium of the field committee. 
In this way the land-classification program is coordinated with the program of all 
participating agencies. The Bureau of Land Management operates this program 
not as a Bureau program but as one coordinated by the field committee. The 
program proposed in the budget estimate for 1955 is as follows: 


Little Missouri River 
Northern Platte 


Cadastral surveys 


Cadastral surveys are required in connection with the Missouri Basin develop- 
ment program in order to provide horizontal control for mapping purposes and to 
establish legal land boundaries. These surveys are conducted by the Bureau of 
Land Management only in those specific areas which have been requested by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. Thus, the program is tied in directly with the Bureau of 
Reclamation plans. 

The program for 1955 is as follows: 


i 


Nebraska: 
Davis Creek Reservoir 
anal 


g 


Montana: Marias w 


Total. 


4 
& ote ary 30, 516 24, 868 | 55, 384 
Acres 
850, 000 
590, 000 
| Cost 
North Dakota: 
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Bureau or INDIAN AFFAIRS 


MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 


Available, fiscal vear 1954: 
Allocated from Bureau of Reclamation. $155, 000 


Estimate, fiscal vear 1955: 
Management of resources: Agricultural and industrial assistance._ 150, 000 


Justification 

Within the Missouri River Basin are located 26 Indian reservations, established 
by the United States for the benefit of certain of the aboriginal Indian tribes and 
their members. These reservations comprise blocks of land which vary in size 
from 50,000 to 2,500,000 acres, and embrace a total of about 15 million acres. 
About 65,000 Indian people reside upon these reservations or in their vicinity. 
Only a few generations removed from their aboriginal state, many of these people 
are still far from complete absorption into the general cultural, social, and eco- 
nomic patterns in their localities. All of their real property, and much of their 
their personal property, is held in trust for them by the United States Government. 
They are largely dependent on the Federal Government for medical attention, as 
well as for education and the other services ordinarily provided by local, State, and 
county governments. Their economic and social situation generally is sub- 
standard. Because of these things the Indian people, in general, find themselves 
as separate, and almost isolated, islands of social groups within the surrounding 
population of non-Indians. 

wenty of these 26 Indian reservations are affected in some degree by 1 or more 
units of the Missouri Basin development program. This program provides for 
irrigation of 303,000 acres of new land, and supplemental water for 64,000 acres 
of land already under constructed works. About 350,000 acres of Indian land, 
the home of nearly 750 Indian families, will be taken for reservoir sites. No 
matter how small or how large the effects of these takings are, they will affect all 
members of the tribe because of the tribal properties involved and because of 
tribal organizations and customs peculiar to Indian people. Since all Indians are 
affected, the repercussions of large land takings for reservoirs and the benefits of 
irrigation developments extend beyond the area directly affected to the whole 
reservation. 

In its conception, the Missouri River Basin development program seeks to 

rovide the greatest benefits to the atest number of people. While many 
individuals benefit in this process, others suffer damages. Just and equitable 
assessment of charges to those who benefit, and of payments to those who sustain 
losses, are particularly complicated in the case of Indians because they involve 
fractionated inheritances of trust lands and tribal properties. Bound together by 
common kinship and property ties, and living in isolated groups, Indians think 
and act as groups rather than as individual members of the total community when 
confronted by any proposal to change the existing pattern. In general, they have 
not sought the benefits and attendant responsibilities of the basin program. 
Located along the main stem rivers, they will be adversely affected by some of the 
large developments. Damages accruing to them and their property as a result 
of the execution of the program are looked upon as an invasion of their rights and 
violation of promises heretofore made to them by the United States. They bow 
reluctantly and sometimes resignedly to the greater influence of the non-Indian 
community, praying distrustfully for a square deal. Although they may not be 
aware of it, or admit the fact, they have been rather generously dealt with in 
recent years. 

It is in the climate created both by the present attitude and condition of 
Indians and the vista of opportunity afforded by Missouri Basin projects that the 
Indian Bureau must now operate in the Missouri River Basin. Although its 
activities are many and varied, they may be classified under two basic functions: 
(a) Custodianship and management of Indian property, and (6) provision of 
services and guidance directed toward the assimilation of Indians into the general 
economic and social structures of the Nation. The advent of the Missouri River 
Basin program has not changed or enlarged the scope of these responsibilities, 
but it has broadened them and added substantially to the job to be done. 

With respect to the Missouri Basin project as it may affect Indian interests, the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs has responsibilities in four major areas: (1) The deter- 
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mination of damages to Indians arising from the taking of Indian lands for reservoir 
and other rights-of-way, and assisting in negotiations for settlement of damage 
claims; (2) the ig Taney of benefits likely to accrue to Indians from various units 
of the Missouri River Basin development program; (3) the rehabilitation of 
Indian families adversely affected by the development program; and (4) the 
effective and efficient use of all Indian resources adversely or beneficially affected 
by the development program. 

Funds budgeted will be used in part in checking Indian ownership, descriptions, 
and in doing the paperwork involved in obtaining rights-of-way on Indian lands 
for dams, reservoirs, canals, powerlines, and other purposes. 

To continue its participation in the Missouri River Basin development program, 
the Indian Bureau proposes work on the program units listed as follows: 


1. Activities relating to Corps of Engineers projects 
Phase A.—Units ready for or under construction: 
Garrison project, North Dakota 
Oahe project, North and South Dakota 
Fort Randall project, South Dakota 
Gavins Point project, South Dakota 
2. Activities relating to Bureau of Reclamation projects 
hase A.—Units ready for or under construction: 
(a) Bighorn division: (1) Owl Creek unit__.. $3, 000 
(b) Marias division: (1) Lower Marias unit__ 7, 
(c) Missouri-Souris Division: (1) Missouri di- 
version unit 16, 000 


Phase C.—Continuing work on the general plan of de- 
velopment: 
(a) Cannonball division: (1) Cannonball unit 
3. Activities relating to Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Phases C and D.—Continuing work on general plan of 
development 


The Indian Service programs in the Missouri River Basin are closely coordinated 
with these proposed or already being prosecuted by other Interior Department 
bureaus in that area, Close cooperation exists particularly with the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers. The cooperative relationship existing 
with these agencies is further maintained through the Interagency Committee 
and the Interior Department Missouri River Basin Committee. 


GEOLOGICAL SuRVEY 
MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 


Prior-year 
Activity allocation | ,Dalan 


1, Topographic surveys and mapping $1, 153, 390 
mineral resources surveys 


2. Geologic and 
189, 040 
535, 037 

55, 000 


Total 1, 932, 467 1, 475, 000 


Herewith are justification statements for the three principal major activities 
of the Geological Survey in the Missouri River Basin as a part of the coordinated 
Missouri River Basin program of the Department of the Interior supported by 
special appropriation through 1954. 

The activities justified are those which have been determined to be specifically 
a@ part of the consolidated Department program and have been financed by 
allocation of funds from the item appropriated for the development of the 
Missouri River Basin to the Bureau of Reclamation. The Geological Survey, 
actually carries on in the Missouri River Basin many other activities financed 
with directly appropriated funds, but those activities have been determined to 


42590—54—pt. 2——27 


| 
$96, 000 
$1, 000 
80, 000 
14, 000 
1, 000 
iL 28,000 
-— 26,000 
2, 000 
96,008 
$26, 000 
Budget 
estimate 
1955 
100, 000 
400, 000 
— - 
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be part of the Survey’s regular national program and are not as closely associated 
with the development program of the Department in the basin.’ 

surveys and mapping.—The topographic mapping program of 
the Geological Survey, financed with funds appropriated for the Missouri River 
Basin development program, has been designed and coordinated through the 
medium of meetings held periodically for that purpose. Agencies from other 
departments, as well as Interior, have participated in these meetings. 

he Missouri Basin Field Committee has provided the mechanism for holding 
these meetings, bringing together the agencies having a need for topographic 
maps in connection with their part of the overall program. At these meetings 
the map needs of each agency are identified as to area and justified as to priority, 
with Fn objective of evolving a mapping program that will best fit the major 
uirements. 
he Topographic Division of the Survey participates in these meetings to 
provide information as to cost and time requirements, and to insure that the 
mapping program that is developed is operationally feasible. 
he last meeting was held in Billings, Mont., in August 1952. The agencies 
represented were: 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Soil Conservation Service 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Geological Survey 
United States Coast and Geodetic Surve 

Occasionally minor changes are proposed subsequent to such meetings. Then 
the agencies directly interested are brought together, if necessary, depending on 
the magnitude of the —— modification. A meeting was held in Rolla, Mo., 
April 1953, at which limited additions to and withdrawals from the established 
plan, were considered. 

The funds available for the topographic mapping program have been sufficient 
to support only the highest priority mapping in this area. The mapping which 
the Survey proposes to execute in 1955 with the $925,000 estimate will cover 
about 0.9 percent.of the area of the Missouri River Basin. It has been necessary 
to screen the mapping needs very closely to insure that the funds available are 
devoted to providing maps in the areas where they are most needed. . 

2. Geologic and mineral resource surveys and mapping.—The minimum amoun 
required to continue current projects in the Missouri River Basin program that 

now being financed from Missouri River Basin funds is $100,000, The 
projects to which these funds will be applied were initiated and are being carried 
on primarily on the basis of Missouri River Basin priority. They are already 
well along toward completion and the investments made in them to date will in 
lange measure be lost unless funds for their continuance are provided. 
he earmarking of the $100,000 for Missouri River Basin obligations is simply 
to assure the completion of projects in the Missouri River Basin which are designed 
specifically to meet Missouri River Basin development schedules and projects 
that are primarily concerned with areal geologic mapping and the study of sur- 
ficial deposits in the parts of the region that are earmarked for early attention in 
the land-use development program. All Geologic Division projects that. receive. 
financial support, from Missouri River Basin funds are a coordinate part. of the 
partment’s program of development of the Missouri River Basin. 
- 8. Water resources investigations—The Geological Survey’s water resources. 
investigations continue to be the Rppeduisite for successful operation of the exist- 
ing water control facilities in the Missouri River Basin and for economic develop- 
ment of new projects in the near or distant future. Among the reasons why the 
lection and analysis of basie water facts in the Missouri River Basin should be 
continued without substantial reductions are: 

1. Many years of records are often required to include the extremes of floods 
and droughts in defining the hydrologic characteristics of a basin. Premature 
of these records before they are fully usable jeopardizes the invest- 
ment to date. ‘ 

2. Such periods of flood and drought have not been adequately covéred in the 
Missouri River Basin records. It is particularly urgent that available surface 
and ground waters be measured during prolonged drought conditions in order 
that they can be related to the requirements of completed projects as well as 
additional future development works. 

3. The competing upstream versus downstream demands for available water 
supplies require that more studies be made as to the existing resources, and to 
the effects of upstream uses on downstream demands. 
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4. Current water information is required increasingly for operation of existing 
facilities as they are completed and put into use. 

5. Investigations are needed to study the changed regimen of flow resulting from 
the construction of ponds and reservoirs in both the downstream and upstream 
areas. For instance, a reconnaissance study by the Survey revealed that the 
downstream flow of the Cheyenne River is being depleted over 40 percent in dry 
years through the construction of farm ponds and other practices. 

6. Basic data should be available for the planning and design of new proposed 
developments. It should be emphasized that adequate basic information cannot 
be furnished on relatively short notice. For the most part, many years of obser- 
vations and analyses of basic water facts should be made prior to the actual 
need for planning and design purposes. 

Under the Missouri Basin program in 1954, the Survey is completing as rapidly 
as practicable the short-term project type water investigations. These are vital 
to basin needs but many can be postponed much more readily and resumed later if 
funds are available. Emphasis is being placed on using the available funds for 
maintaining to the extent possible continuity in the record collection program. 
(streamflow, sediment discharge, chemical quality, and ground water levels). 
Long-term streamflow records have always been deficient in the Missouri River 
Basin in comparison with the East and the other Western States. Almost 20 

ears later this same deficiency relationship exists between streamflow records 
in the Missouri River Basin and those in other parts of the country. 

The water resources investigations financed by Missouri Basin funds are co- 
ordinated by a field representative in the basin. This representative has direct 
contact and meets continually with officials of other Federal agencies to determine 
their needs. To the extent of available funds and complying with Survey policy 
and objectives, every effort is made to furnish the necessary basic information that 
is required by the Federal agencies concerned. 


Bureau or MINES 
MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 


Available, fiscal year 1954: 
Allocated from Bureau of Reclamation 
Prior year balance 


research, unclassified 
Justification 

For several years, the Bureau of Reclamation has transferred funds from its 
construction and rehabilitation appropriation to the Bureau of Mines te finance 
the Missouri River Basin program. By comparative transfer from that appro- 
priation, this program is now included in the Bureau of Mines’ budget for 1953, 
1954, and 1955. This program supplies specific services in procuring mineral 
information related to water and power developments that are the concern of 
the Federal Government within the Missouri River Basin. Without these funds 
the Bureau of Mines would be unable to do this work within the time required 
for construction activities. 

At the present time, the Bureau of Mines Missouri River Basin program includes 
some 55 mineral studies or functions which are allied directly or indirectly to 
power and water developments in the basin. Progress in mineral technology 
new mineral discoveries, the advance of construction projects, and the increased 
public interest in the basin’s mineral resources have focused increasing attention 
upon these resources, their development and requirements for development, and 
their significance to the economy of the area. 

In fiscal year 1955, the Bureau will continue to perform its minerals and fuels 
investigations that are part of the broad program for the development of all of 
the resources of the Missouri Basin. The program is designed to insure that 
available potential mineral resources contribute their maximum share in improving 
industrial environment, resulting from the construction of public works and 
related changes in the basin’s economy. It is anticipated that about a dozen 
studies can be carried on during the year. Detailed reports on mineral resources 
of specific areas will be supplied to construction agencies. Special attention will 
be given to engineering studies of petroleum and natural gas in the Williston and 


| 
32, 505 
Estimate, fiscal year 1955: 
Conservation and development of mineral resources: Mineral 
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Denver-Julesburg Basins. Industrial feasibility studies will be made of the 
utilization of titaniferous magnetite deposits in Wyoming and of an aluminum 
industry and associated cement production based on anorthosite resources in 
Wyoming and Minnesota. An poor 4 of the mineral deposits and mineral 
industries in the Black Hills area of South Dakota will be completed. Preliminary 
investigation of clay and shale deposits in North and South Dakota, to determine 
their cay rr J for the manufacture of lightweight aggregate will go forward, as 
will studies of drying and pelletizing lignite from North and South Dakota. 
County-by-county surveys of mineral resources and industries and the deter- 
mination of mineral industry potentials in various portions of the basin will also 
be continuing functions. 

P The resource development program in the Missouri River Basin is under the 
direction of the Missouri Basin Inter-Agency Committee, a voluntary coordinating 
body, composed of Federal representatives and governors of the basin States. 
The Department of the Interior is represented by the chairman of the Interior 
Department Missouri Basin Field Committee, which is made up of representatives 
of the various Interior Department agencies. The projects conducted by the 
Bureau of Mines in the Missouri River Basin program are those selected and ap- 
proved by the Interior Committee and the Inter-Agency Committee, though all 
procs must, of necessity, fall within the realm of the Bureau’s overall program. 

riorities for selection of projects to be conducted are set by the coordinating 
committees. 

NaTIonaL Park SERVICE 


MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 
Available, fiscal year 1954: 
Allocated from Bureau of Reclamation 
Prior year balance available 


Missouri River Basin recreation planning, $85,000 

Missouri River Basin survey.—The amount of $85,000 is recommended for this 
purpose during the estimate year. This is a decrease of $10,000 under the 1954 
allocation of $95,000. The program and responsibilities of the Missouri River 
Basin recreation survey includes continuation of the comprehensive recreation 
survey of the basin; investigation and panning of recreation aspects of water- 
control | ees under agreements with the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Corps o' <p een reservoir management planning and the negotiation and 
preparation of agreements with Federal, State, county, and local governmental 
units — administration of recreation areas at Bureau of Reclamation 
reservoirs; and to meet obligations of the Service to furnish advisory assistance 
under reservoir recreation agreements now in effect. 

Basinwide survey—The objective of the basinwide survey is to develop a 
comprehensive plan to serve as a guide for the preservation, development, and 
use of the nonurban outdoor recreation resources of the Missouri River Basin 
to meet the desires and needs of the people and to obtain from those resources 
the greatest possible social and economic benefits. The importance of conduct- 
ing this survey has been recognized since the beginning of the water development 
program. Cooperative assistance in the survey is being given by the States 
through the Recreation Subcommittee of the Missouri Basin Inter-Agency yl 

inating t 


mittee, but the National Park Service has the responsibility of coor 
survey and carrying it to completion. The various phases under way in 1954 
will be continued and additional basic information to serve as a background for 
analysis will be gathered and organized. 


NatIionaL Park SERVICE 
MISSOURI RIVER BASIN, RECREATION PLANNING 


Emphasis will shift during 1955 from the gathering of data to their analysis, 
including a study of the adequacy of existing recreation outlets preparatory to 
developing a comprehensive plan and preparation of the report. e work in- 
volved will cover the entire basin and, for the most part, must proceed concurrently 
in the 10 States involved. 


804 

Estimate, fiscal year 1955: 
Management and protection: Park and recreation programs.._.. 180, 000 
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Investigation and planning 

The funetions of this program are field surveys and the preparation of appro- 
priate reports on recreation resources affected by the development of specific 
water-control projects. The program is conducted in connection with Bureau 
of Reclamation and Corps of Engineers activities to provide those agencies with 
reports, plans, cost estimates, benefit evaluations, etc., on the recreation aspects 
of each project so that recreation may assume its proper relationship to all other 
aspects of the multip water-control program, The work has been pro- 
gramed and coordinated through the interior Missouri Basin field committee 
and its member agencies, and it is important that it be completed according to 
schedule in order that the recreation planning keep abreast of the work of other 
Federal and State agencies in developing a comprehensive plan for use of the 
basin’s resources. 


Cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation 
Based on schedules worked out with this agency for 1955, it will be necessary 
to conduct field investigations and surveys and complete the preparation of 
=o on 2 subbasin projects and 10 individual units or reservoirs within the 
issouri River Basin. This material is to be included in the Bureau’s project 
and definite plan reports. Continuing studies will also be conducted on 4 sub- 
basin projects which are in planning stages. Attention must also be given to 
requests from State administering agencies and the Bureau of Reclamation for 
cooperative assistance and planning of management programs on completed 
reservoirs. Public use of four newly completed reservoirs will necessitate some 
site planning for installation of protective and sanitary measures. 
The following is a breakdown by,units and,reservoirs of the tentative scheduled 
programs: 
Individual unit or reservoir: 
Ocean Lake, Wyo. 
Tiber Reservoir, Mont. 
East Bench unit, Montana 
Shell Creek unit, Nebraska 
Box Butte Reservoir, Nebr. 
Benkelman unit, Nebraska 
Lavaca Flats unit, Nebraska 
Scotia unit, Nebraska 
Wood River unit, Nebraska 
Glen Elder Reservoir, Kans. 
Subbasin reports to complete: 
River Basin, Colo., Nebr., and Kans. 
South Platte River Basin, Colo. and Nebr. 
Subbasin reports to continue studies: 
Garrison unit, North Dakota 
James division, North Dakota 
North Platte River Basin, Colo., Wyo., and Nebr. 
Blue South Platte River Basin, Colo. 
Completed reservoirs scheduled for site planning and standard protective and 
sanitary facilities: 
Ocean Lake, Wyo. 
Nelson Reservoir, Wyo. 
Fresno Reservoir, Mont. 
Lake Minatare, Nebr. 
Cooperaiion with Corps of Engineers 
Within the Missouri River Basin, cooperative work on water-control projects 
will be confined chiefly to reviews and advisory assistance on reports and master 
plans completed by that agency. Indications are that not more than 2 or 3 
such projects w..i require such work. They aré Gavins Point, Nebr. and S. Dak.; 
Garrison, N. Dak.; and Oahe, 8. Dak. and N. Dak. 


Reservoir management planning 


The functions performed under this heading are the preparation of material for 
the reservoir management plan and rendering advisory services in connection 
with administration and management of reservoir recreation areas. This covers 
the negotiation of agreements with States and other political subdivisions to 
assume management of these areas, and preparation of agreements between the 
agencies involved covering their responsibilities and obligations. After the 
agreements are consummated, cooperative planning assistance is provided the 
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administering agency and inspections are made to see that terms of the agreement 
are being complied with. a eee to date relate to the Bonny 
Reservoir, Colo.; Enders, Swanson Lake, and Medicine Creek Reservoirs, Nebr.; 
Shadehill Reservoir, 8S. Dak.; and Heart Butte Reservoir, N. Dak. 

The completion of reservoir management plans and the negotiation of agree- 
ments for 10 Bureau of Reclamation reservoirs are scheduled for 1955, and related 
work in connection with 19 reservoirs are scheduled in 1954, some of which may 
have to be completed in 1955, The 10 reservoirs involved are the Glen Elder, 
Wilson, and Webster Reservoirs in Kansas; Merritt and Sherman Reservoirs 
in Nebraska; Fresno, Nelson, and Tiber Reservoirs in Montana; and Glendo and 
Ocean Lake Reservoirs in Wyoming. 

The 19 reservoir management plans and agreements scheduled to be prepared 
in 1954 and 1955 are: 

Kansas: Cedar Bluff, Kirwin. 

Montana: Canyon Ferry. 

Nebraska: Box Butte, Swanson Lake,! Minatare. 

North Dakota: Jamestown, Heart Butte,! Dickinson. 

South Dakota: Angostura, Shadehill,! Pactola. 

Wyoming: Boysen, Buffalo Bill, Guernsey, Keyhole, Alcova, Kortes, Seminoe. 
Missouri River Basin, archeological investigations and salvage, $95,000 

Pursuant to the Historic Sites Act of August 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666), the National 
Park Service is responsible for conducting a program for recovering irreplaceable 
historical and archeological resources from nationwide water-control projects of 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers prior to flooding or other 
destruction. The Congress attempted to safeguard the irreplaceable prom The ical 
records on public lands by the enactment of the Antiquities Act of 1906 (U.S. C. 
16, sec. 423, 433), which prohibits the exploitation of such materials. The 
construction now of nationwide water-control projects under Federal auspices 
makes it urgent that the Federal Government salvage representative portions of 
these irreplaceable scientific data. 

It is estimated that 80 percent of the scientific data pertaining to prehistoric 
man in the Missouri Basin are in the river valleys. The magnitude and urgency 
of the task is evident from the fact that imminent completion of only 3 dams, 
Fort Randall, Oahe, and Garrison will result in the total disappearance of the 
Missouri River, as we now know it, for a distance of 400 to 600 miles. On the 
basis of surveys already made, a limited number (not in excess of 10 percent) of 
the archeological sites is selected for excavation and salvage of irreplaceable 
archeological materials. The salvage work will be done on projects already under 
construction and, in the cases of Fort Randall and Garrison, in which the water is 
already rising. Important historic sites, such as Fort Recovery, Fort Berthold, 
and Kipp Trading Post, will be excavated to obtain additional historical data. 
The Smithsonian ‘institution, under a cooperative agreement with the National 
Park Service, does much of the field work. State scientific institutions have 
recognized the need for carrying forward this work promptly and have supplied 
funds, equipment, and personnel as far as they are able. e scientific importance 
and public interest of the work is widely recognized in the Missouri Valley. In 
view of the magnitude of the task, both Federal and State assistan¢e is needed to 
carry forward the program in advance of flooding dates. Since the inception of 
this program in 1947, the contributions of 11 cooperating State institutions 
total about $45,000. In spite of this record of Federal and State cooperation 
only a little more than half the necessary salvage work has been accomplished 
each year and an ever-increasing amount of unique scientific material is being 
threatened with total destruction. 

The 1955 estimate will permit very limited excavations, through cooperation 
of the Smithsonian Institution, in Fort Randall, Jamestown, and Oahe Reservoirs. 
The Service has also worked out cooperative arrangements with universities and 
scientific organizations, whereby the Federal dollar is aided by funds from cooperat- 
ing agencies. The 1955 estimate proposes contracts for cooperative salvage 
operations as follows: ‘ 


University of South Dakota—salvage excavation, Oahe Reservoir. — 
University of Nebraska—salvage excavation, Fort Randall Reservoir. 
North Dakota Historical Society—salvage excavation, Garrison Reservoir. 


1 Reservoir management plan only. 
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Fish SERVICE 


MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 


Available, fiscal year 1954: 
Allocated from Bureau of Reclamation.........-.-.-..-------- $210, 000 


135, 000 


The: biological investigations conducted by the Fish and Wildlife Service of 
water-developed projects are closely coordinated with the studies by the Federal 
agencies responsible for the construction of such projects. Reports based on these 
studies contain recommendations to the construction agencies for minimizing 
damages to fish and wildlife resources and providing benefits where practicable. 
The Service plans to investigate 27 Bureau of Reclamation projects, and 7 Corps 
of Engineers projects during 1954; and 26 Bureau of Reclamation projects, and 
4 Corps of Engineers projects during 1955. In 19545, it also plans to investigate 
10 power projects of private companies, subject to license by the Federal Power 
Commission, Attached is a detailed work program for 1954-55. 

Although projects of the Department of Agriculture are not included in those 
teferred to above, there will be an undetermined number of flood-control surveys 
made in the Missouri Basin by the Soil Conservation Service and Forest Service 
that will require investigation by the Fish and Wildlife Service. In addition, the 
program of small watershed pilot-plant projects for soil conservation and waterflow 
retardation authorized by the Congress in Agriculture Department Appropriation 
Act, 1954, includes several watersheds in the Missouri Basin that will require 
studies by the Service. 

In addition to its project investigations, the Service is coordinating its subbasin 
studies with the programs of the water-development agencies. In all of its 
investigations, the Service works closely with the conservation departments of 
the basin States. Through its participation in the Department’s Missouri Basin 
Field Committee, the Service is working closely with all other bureaus of the 
Department. 


Office of river basin studies, Missouri River basin program 


Work unit 
Project investigations: 
Bureau of Reclamation: 
Boysen division, Boysen unit, Wyoming. 
Cheyenne division, Angostura unit, South 1,000 $500 
Cheyenne division, Keyhole unit, South Dakota and W yomin: 
Cheyenne division, Rapid Valley unit, South Dakota. ___.__ 500 1,000 
Heart division, Heart Butte unit, North Dakota. __.___. 
Helena-Great Falls division Canyon Ferry unit, Montana. 3, 000 500. 
Sun-Teton division, Teton Slope unit, 
Marias division, lowér Marias unit, 500 
Missouri-Souris division, Jamestown unit, North 
Missouri-Souris division, Missouri diversion unit, 
Frenchman-Cambridge division, Frenchman unit, Nebraska___......._- 1, 000 500 
Frenchman-Cambridge division, Meeker-Driftwood unit, Nebraska_____ 
Smoky Hill division, Cedar Bluff unit, Kansas_____........-.. 2.2.2... 1, 500 500 
Solomon division, Kirwin unit, 1,000 
Solomon division, Webster unit, 3, 000 1, 000 
Bighorn division, Shoshone extensions unit, 
Clarks’ Fork division; 2,000 3, 000 
Jefferson division, East Bench unit, 1, 000 1, 500 
Missourt-Souris division, Garrison diversion unit, North and South 
Powder division, Montana and Wyoming. 6, 000 3, 000 
<anaska division, Almena unit, 
Middle Loup division, 6, 000 1,000 
Sandhills division, Ainsworth unit, 
Smoky Hill division, Wilson unit, Kansas 
Solomon division, Glen Elder unit, Kansas... 2, 000 3, 000 
South Platte division, Narrows unit, Colorado. 4, 000 2, 000 
Upper Niobrara division, Lavaca Flats unit, Nebraska___._-_.._..--.__|-~-..-.-_-_- 1, 000 


Estimate, 
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Office of river basin studies, Missouri River basin program—Continued 


Work unit 


Project investigations —Continued 
Corps of Engineers 
‘ort Randall Dam and Reservoir, 8. Dak 
Garrison Dam and Reservoir, N. Dak... , 
Oahe Dam and Reservoir, 8. "Dak. and N. Dak 
Tuttle Creek Dam and Reservoir, Kans_.. 
Pomme de Terre Dam and Reservoir, Mo 
Shell Creek, 


Total project investigations 
of plan for Missouri River Basin: 
Subbasin studie: 


Madison- Gallatin Rivers Subbasin, Mont 
Jefferson River Subbasin, Mont 
James River Subbasin, N. Dak. and S. Dak 
Bighorn River Subbasin, Wyo 
Republican River Subbasin, Nebr_ 
Kansas River Subbasin, Kans 
NorthPlatte River Subbasin, Colo., Nebr., and 
North Loup River Sub’ » Nebr. 

Fish and wild life inventory: 
Fish and wild life distribu 
Waterfow] distribution 


— 


No 


Administration and 
Grand total 


222282332 


8 


ARKANSAS, WuiTE, AND Rep River Basins 


Mr. Jensen. Also include in the record a statement of work 
accomplished by the Department on the comprehensive survey of the 
Arkansas, White, and Red River Basins. 

(The material referred to follows: ) 


Estima 


Office of the Secretary 
Southwestern Power Administration. 
Bureau of La 


. 


2 


2 


RBERs 


eological Survey ¢ 
ureau of Mines... 

National Park Service 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 


Total 


& | 


3 


only. 
To be from prior year balan 
ox Reduction inestimated cost due Delmmasity to elimination of work in Louisiana, Arkansas, and Missouri 
fiscal years an 
4 Represents amounts determined to be for Arkansas, be pe and Red Rivers survey report only, as 
eon trusted with the large amount of Rerlogical Pare y work done in that area. 
For comparative purposes only. estimate a ble. 


1954 
3, 000 2, 500 
15, 000 13, 000 
Projects licensed by Federal Power 6, 000 
6, 000 
7,000 
10, 000 
3, 000 
"72, 000 
4, 000 
Missouri Basin Field Committee activities. 5, 000 
= — 
Appropria- Balance to 
Bureau or Office original pres: through for 
to 1 year 
1955) 
$18, 000 
5, 000 
Bureau of Reclamation..................... 215, 000 
Bureau of Indian Affairs................... 
51, 000 
36, 151 
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Worx AccoMPLISHED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR ON THE COMPRE- 
HENSIVE SURVEY OF THE ARKANSAS, WHITE, AND Rep River Basins 


I. GENERAL 
Authorization 

The Flood Control Act of 1950 directed that a survey be made of the Arkansas, 
White, and Red River Basins “with a view to developing comprehensive, inte- 
grated plans of improvement for navigation, flood control, domestic and municipal 
water supplies, reclamation and irrigation, development and utilization of hydro- 
electric power, conservation of soil, forest and fish and wildlife resources, and other 
beneficial development and utilization of water resources including such considera- 
tion of recreation uses, salinity and sediment control, and pollution abatement as 
may be provided for under Federal policies and procedures, * * *” (section 205, 
Public Law 516, 81st Cong.). 

It was on the basis of this authorization that the current effort to prepare a 
report on the three basins was undertaken. It should be understood, however, 
that the Department of the Interior had been engaged in investigation, research, 
basic data collection and other activities in the Arkansas, White, and Red River 
pana for many years. The authorization in the 1950 Flood Control Act resulted 
n: 

(a) An intensification of some of the Department’s activities. 

(b) A highly organized effort to assure coordination of the Department’s 
activities with those of other Federal agencies and the States, in the task of pre- 
paring a comprehensive resources survey of these basins. 

Nature of survey 

The legislation authorizing the survey indicated that the report should cover 
practically all aspects of water and related land resource development. Further- 
more, it was apparently intended that, to the extent practicable, overlapping and 
conflicting proposals should be reconciled and fitted together so that a consistent 
overall plan would be achieved. These requirements have made the AWR 
survey more comprehensive in nature than any previously undertaken by the 
Federal Government for such a large area. 


Pattern of organization 
Upon passage of the legislation directing the survey, the President requested 


the Federal agencies concerned to organize an one gy 4 committee to coordinate 


investigations and plans. The Arkansas-White-Red Basins Interagency Com- 
mittee (AWRBIAC) was established in June 1950. It consisted of representatives 
from each of the participating Federal agencies and the eight States (Colorado, 
New Mexico, Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas, Missouri, Arkansas, and Louisiana). 

In order to achieve coordination at the working level, the AWRBIAC estab- 
lished ‘‘work groups’ which were composed of representatives of each of the 
interested agencies and States. Separate work groups were organized for each 
major aspect of the survey. For example, there are work groups on flood control, 
agriculture, fish and wildlife, etc. The agency assigned the chairmanship of a 
work group is responsible for providing leadership in coordination of studies and 
the formulation of plans for that function. 

Later in the survey the AWRBIAC established a “water use and control 
group” for each major subbasin of the three basins. The water use and control 
groups, operating under the chairmanship of a representative of an interested 
State, have been responsible for fitting together plans for stream development 
which involve flood control, irrigation, municipal and industrial water supplies, 
navigation, drainage and hydroelectric power. 

In order to assure concerted action on problems relating to the survey as a 
whole on a day-to-day basis the AWRBIAC organized a body referred to as the 
Tulsa group. Composed largely of representatives of the Federal agencies 
located in Tulsa, this group analyzes problems and prepares material for considera- 
tion by the Committee, keeps abreast of day-to-day progress on the survey, and 
endeavors to resolve operating problems as they arise. 


Participation by the Department of the Interior 

Eight bureaus of the Department are active in the Arkansas, White, and Red 
River Basins. Although the extent of their interest varies, each has responsi- 
bilities in connection with the survey. Since the inception of the AWR survey. 
the Department has endeavored to unify its effort and provide leadership for its 
AWR activities throvgh its Southwest field committee which is composed of the 
principal field representatives of each of the bureaus in the area. The chairman 
of the Southwest field committee has been the Interior member of the AWRBIAC. 
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In order to facilitate cooperation with one another and with the other agencies 
and the States, the Bureau of Reclamation, Fish and Wildlife Service, National 
Park Service, Geological Survey, Bureau of Mines, and Southwestern Power 
Administration have located representatives in an Interior AWR office in Tulsa, 
Okla. The Office of the Secretary has also located a representative in the Tulsa 
office, who, under the supervision of the chairman of the Southwest field com- 
mittee, is Interior’s representative on the loteeageney Tulsa group and staff 
assistant to the Southwest field committee on AWK matters. 


Status of survey 


Because of the size of the AWR area (one-eleventh of the United States), the 
complex interrelationships among the various aspects of resources development 
and the number of State and Federal agencies involved, the AWR survey has 
been a task of tremendous magnitude. Differences in objectives, policies, and 
interests together with inadequate basic information on some technical questions 
have resulted in difficult problems relating to benefit-cost appraisal, reimburse- 
ment criteria, and coordination among functions. The fitting together of pro- 
posed upstream developments for land treatment and waterflow retardation with 
proposed structures downstream for flood control, irrigation, municipal and 
industrial water supply and other purposes has been particularly difficult. 

In spite of difficulties, the following stages of the survey have been completed: 

1. A general inventory of the natural resources of the basin has been completed, 
to the extent possible from available data. 

2. The problems, needs, and potentialities for development of these resources 
have been identified to the extent possible from available data. 

3. Possible ways of conserving and developing the natural resources have 
been studied. 

4. A long-range framework plan for conserving and doveloning the resources 
of the three basins has been devised in which each aspect is reasonably well coordin- 
ated with all other aspects. 


The following work remains to be done before the survey is frenpienee? 
1. Studies and plans for some aspects of the framework plan, alt: 

ably complete, require further review and revision. 
2 


ugh reason- 


. The committee is currently endeavoring to identify those elements of the 
long-range plan which warrant early initiation. 

3. Detailed studies must be completed on those elements being considered as 
warranting early initiation in order that the committee can be certain that they 
are sound and adequately coordinated. 

4. The writing of the report itself, which is now underway, must be completed: 


Il. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 


At the time the AWR investigation was initiated the Geological Survey had a 
long-established program of basic data collection and mapping underway in the 
AWR Basins. Phis program, a considerable part of which is undertaken on a 
cooperative basis with the States, has been continued but additional responsibili- 
ties have been assumed as a result of the AWR survey. 

The activities of the Geological Survey in connection with the current study of 
the AWR Basins fall into four general categories as follows: 

1. Furnishing to the other participating agencies information developed through 
its regular mapping and basic data collection program. 

2. Collectin Sakina basic data required for planning elements of the long- 
range AWR p which could not be supplied through the regular basic data 

rogram, 
. 2 Providing advice and assistance to the agencies participating in the compre- 
hensive survey. 

4. Outlining for the Interagency Committee long-range programs of basic data 
collection and mapping essential to sound and orderly conservation and develop- 
ment of the basins’ natural resources. 

The work of the Geological Survey in connection with the Arkansas-White- 
Red study has been in three fields, namely; (a) water resources; (6) to — 
mapping; and (c) geologic investigations. e accomplishments in each of these 
three fields are summarized below. 


Water resources 


The Water Resources Division of the Geological Survey, as chairman of the 
water resources work group and in cooperation with other participating agencies 
has furnished data on the water resources of the basins as follows: 
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1, It has anand and distributed an Inventory of Surface Water Records for 
AWR Basins, 1858-1950 (including map). 

2. It has compiled and distributed a Bibliography of Published Reports Relating 
to Ground Water for the AWR Basins through December 31, 1951. 

3. It has compiled and distributed a report on Areas of Principal Ground Water 
in the AWR Basins (including 

4, It compiled and distributed a Bibliography of Miscellaneous Publications 
on Surface Water in the AWR Basins. 

5. As the Department of the Interior member on the Hydrologic Subcommittee, 
the Geological yy major contributions to a mpoe on Water Availability 
and Quality in the AWR Basins, and a report on Groundwater in the AWR Basins. 

A substantial number of additional stream gages have been set up, and a 
number of special studies of ground water and water quality have been undertaken 
to meet the requirements of plan formulation for the AWR survey. 

T he survey has stationed a hydrologic engineer at Tulsa to serve as chairman and 
full-time member of the subgroup on hydrology. ‘The purpose of this subgroup 
is to review the hydrologic studies made by the participating agencies in formulat- 
ing the plan for the AWR Basins and to advise the AWRBIAC as to their ade- 
quacy. In addition, the subgroup is to assist the participating agencies in the 
hydrologic coordination of stream development plans as these plans are formulated. 

he results of this work are to be reflected in a section of the final report to be 

repared by the subgroup which will describe the water resources of the AWR 

asins, the availability of water for the proposed projects included in the plan and 
the degree of utilization and control which will be provided by the plan. The 
hydrologic engineer has advised the committee and the participating agencies on 
hydrologic problems, develo the procedures utilized by the committee for 
hydrologic coordination, and kept abreast of current efforts to achieve such 
coordination. 

The Water Resources Division has also furnished technical advice and assistance 
relating to ground water, quality of water and surface water for the work groups 
on municipal and industrial water supply, pollution abatement, irrigation, flood 
control, etc. 

As chairman agency of the work group on water resources, the Geological 
Survey has prepared a long-range coordinated program for the collection of basic 
data on streamflow, reservoir content, suspended sediment, chemical quality of 
surface water, and the occurrence, quality and Speed of ground water. It has 
cooperated with the other agencies, through the work group, in preparing and 
coordinating programs relating to climatology, snow surveys, and reservoir 
sedimentation. 


Topographic mapping 

At the outset of the AWR survey, the Topographic Division of the Geological 
Survey established and maintained a map information office in Tulsa, Okla., in 
order to make all published maps readily available to the participating agencies. 
This service has been continued throughout the survey. Also, at the beginning 
of the AWR survey the Topographic Division, in cooperation with the other 
agencies prepared and distributed an inventory of all maps relating to the AWR 
Basins. As chairman of the mapping work group the Topographic Division has 
been primarily responsible for accomplishment of the following: 

1. velopment, printing and distribution of a base map of the AWR Basins 
for use by all agencies in the development of resources plans. 

2. Preparation of a coordinated long-range program for topographic mapping 
in the AWR Basins. This program has been completed and work has begun on 
preparation of the final report on topographic mapping. 

Geologic Division 

The Geologic Division of the Geological Survey has acted as cochairman of the 
minerals and geology work group. In this capacity it has accomplished the follow- 
ing specific activities: 

1. Compiled a map showing status of published and unpublished geologic maps 
of the AWR Basins. 

2. Prepared a description of the geology of the AWR Basins for the information 
of the other participating agencies. 

3. Prepared maps of the AWR Basins showing: 

a. Metallic and nonmetallic mineral resources. 
b. Oil and gas fields, 
c. Coal fields. 
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4. Prepared in cooperation with the other patience agencies a coordinated 
long-range program for geologic and mineral jnvestigations and geologic mapping 
essential for sound and npr A resources development in the three basins. —_- 

5. Participated with the other work-group members in the preparation of the 
“tentative plan” for minerals and geology, including the submission of geologic 
investigations for the development of minerals resources of the basins. 

6. Prepared first draft of text material describing the resources and reserves of 
mineral fuels in the AWR Basins, for use in the final AWR report on mineral re- 
sources and foclogy. The outline for this section has been written, revised and 
improved. aration of the portions assigned to the Geological Survey is pro- 
eeeding on 

III. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Prior to 1946, the Bureau of Reclamation efforts in the Arkansas and Red River 
Basins were concentrated on the investigations required to determine individual 
project feasibility in accordance with the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. In 
1946, basin investigations looking to the comprehensive development of the land 
and water resources of these two basins were initiated. Basin investigations prior 
to 1950 progressed fairly copier and nearly all of the potential projects to utilize 
the water resources of the basins were identified. Some of the projects were in- 
vestigated in sufficient detail to determine feasibility, including the Vermejo, 
Canadian River, and Canton projects. 

After passage of the Fl Control Act of 1950 authorizing the Arkansas- 
White-Red survey, the Bureau of Reclamation basin investigations were intensi- 
fied. General investigation funds, which had previously been justified for basin 
surveys, were then, and are now, identified as AWR Basins’ funds. AWR Basins’ 
funds have been used for three general purposes as follows: 

1. Basin studies required to arrive at a suitable long-range plan in accordance 
with the provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1950. 

2. Detailed studies of individual elements of the long-range plan which appear 
to warrant early initiation. 

3. An intensification of efforts to assure coordination of the Bureau’s investiga- 
tions and plans with those of the other participating agencies. 

Basin studies for the long-range plan 

The following investigations which are of general applicability rather than of 
concern to individual projects have been completed by the Bureau of Reclamation 
in connection with the AWR survey: 

1. In cooperation with other agencies and the States, an inventory has been 
made of existing irrigation and potentially irrigable lands. Much of this inventory 
is based upon studies of the Bureau of Reclamation, although contributions were 
made by other agencies. f 

. Reconnaissance studies have been made of numerous potential projects 
throughout the three basins to provide up-to-date information for determining 
the appropriateness of including such projects in the long-range plan. 

3. Miotreete were made with the universities of Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas 
for cooperative studies to estimate future population and industrial growth in a 
substantial portion of the AWR Basins as a basis for estimating future require- 
ments for municipal and industrial water supplies. 

4. During the 1953 fiscal year the Bureau of Reclamation had general funds 
for the investigation of the irrigation potential in Arkansas. Nearly 3% million 
acres of land were classified as suitable for irrigation in this State and reconnais- 
sance grade plans and cost estimates for serving the area were prepared. Eeon- 
nomic and hydrologic studies indicate that irrigation developments in Arkansas 
will be justified. 

Detailed studies of individual elements of the long-range plan 

The following detailed studies of individual projects have been completed or 
are underway: 

. A report on the Washita River Basin (H. Doc. No. 219, 83d Cong., Ist 
sess.) including feasibility grade studies of the Foss and Fort Cobb projects for 
municipal and industrial water supply, irrigation, flood control, and other uses has 
been completed. On the basis of this report, the Department of the Interior has 
recommended to the Congress that these two projects be authorized. 

2. Detailed studies of the Norman project on the Little River, tributary of the 


Canadian River near Norman, Okla., are underway. ae ig gt to date 


indicate that early initiation of this project is desirable. Funds have been allo- 
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cated to complete feasibility grade studies of this project and preparation of a 
report thereon early in fiscal year 1955. 

3. Detailed studies of eleven additional projects in the Arkansas and Red 
River Basins are well underway. Information available to date indicates that the 
projects may be feasible and desirable for early initiation. The data for these 
peorerte are being refined where necessary with the view to completion of feasi- 

ility grade reports concurrently with or immediately following the completion 
of the AWR survey. 


Efforts to assure coordination with investigations and plans of other agencies 


The following activities have been undertaken in order to assure coordination 
of the Bureau’s investigations and plans with those of the other participating 

encies: 
he 6 The Bureau of Reclamation was assigned the chairmanship of the irrigation 
work group. In that capacity it has assumed leadership in (a) preparing the 
inventory of irrigation for eight States, and (b) in writing the irrigation section of 
the final report. 

2. The Bureau furnished technical personnel to work with representatives of 
other agencies on an intensive study of the Pond Creek area of the Washita Basin 
for the purpose of arriving at improved techniques for hydrologic and economic 
coordination of stream development projects. 

3. In order that other agencies might be fully informed of the activities, the 
Bureau prepared a set of reports outlining its findings and possible solutions for 
water resources development in 23 subbasins of the AWR area. 

4, Bureau offices participated in the preparation of a set of ‘‘needs and possible 
solutions” reports setting forth tentative plans for water resources development 
which had been coordinated on a preliminary basis with the plans of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, the Department of the Army and the States. These reports 
have been utilized in determining how the proposed plans for water use and con- 
trol affected other resources and other resource development proposals such as 
those for fish and wildlife, recreation, minerals and geology, mapping, etc. 

5. The Bureau offices have participated with the other agencies in outlining 
the framework plan and have prepared evaluations for 45 individual projects 
included in the framework plan. This framework plan, roanthes with the project 
evaluations, are now being considered by the AWRBIAC and, when approved 
by that body, will provide the basis for preparing the final report. 

6. The Bureau has identified those projects which it considers as warranting 
early initiation and is cooperating with the other ee nts agencies and the 
States on the initial studies necessary before the AWRBIAC can make a con- 
clusive recommendation that these projects are adequately studied and coordi- 
nated and therefore warrant first persy, P 

During the remainder of the AWR survey, the Bureau will be engaged in the 
completion of detailed studies on those projects which appear to warrant early 
initiation and in preparation of sections of the AWK report and supplemental 
reports on individual projects found feasible for early construction. 


IV. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


In the AWR survey, the National Park Service, as chairman agency for the 

recreation work group, has been responsible for providing leadership to the States 

and the Federal agencies concerned in formulating a basinwide plan for recreation 

areas and facilities, including those connected with water resources development 

a The following is a summary of the accomplishments to January 31, 
54: 


1. An inventory of existing recreation areas and facilities has been completed. 
The inventory lists over 400 areas, 95 percent of which have been visited by 
National Park Service personnel engaged in the AWR study. Data were collected 
concerning acreage, visitation, natural or manmade features, and facilities and 
services available. An estimate has been made of the undeveloped recreation 
potentials of the areas. 

2. A reconnaissance has been made of a porary 75 percent of the reservoir 
projects proposed for inclusion in the R plan. This includes all projects 
which had been authorized or recommended for authorization prior to the AWR 
study, all newly proposed projects which by location appear to offer a solution 
for recreation needs, and all projects which, if constructed, might endanger 
recreation resources, natural or cultural. All available data for projects which 
by their location appeared to offer a suitable site for a needed recreation area were 
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studied and the site was visited to determine the suitability of the project for the 
indicated development. 

The National Park Service has made detailed evaluation of 22 projects proposed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation; and has cooperated with the Corps of Engineers 
in the preparation of preliminary evaluations of approximately 75 projects pro- 
posed by that agency. 

3. A feasibility e recreation report has been prepared on the Sanford Reser- 
voir, a Bureau of Reclamation project. At the request of the Corps of Engineers 
recreation planning reports have been prepared for the Ouachita channelization 
project, and the Trinidad, Keystone and Texarkana Reservoir projects. 

4. In cooperation with the various State representatives on the recreation 
work group, tentative recreation plans were developed for Oklahoma and the por- 
tions of New Mexico, Colorado, Kansas, Texas, Louisiana, Arkansas and Missouri 
lying within the AWR basins. The tentative plans set forth the recreation needs 
and +s gry possible solutions for them. Final recommendations are now being 

repared. 
. 5. A detailed study of the current river in Missouri has been completed. The 
report now in final draft sets forth general recommendations for future develop- 
ment of the stream as a natural area. 

6. A survey of the archeological sites of the basins has been completed. Pre- 
liminary reconnaissance was made of all areas which might be inundated by 
pone reservoir projects. An archeological report of the basins has been 


7. Asurvey of the historic sites of the basins has been completed. All proposed- 
reservoir sites have been investigated to determine whether or not they will endan- 
ger historic sites or structures. An historical report of the basins has been drafted. 

8. A survey of the basins has been made to identify geological sites which should 
be preserved, A report has been prepared recommending three such areas for 
preservation in public ownership. 

9. The National Park Service has sponsored the following cooperative studies 
with funds appropriated for AWR activities: 

(a) A pile of the contribution of recreation to the gar! of a selected 
portion of the Ozark region. The study was conducted by the Institute of 
Community Development, Oklahoma University, and covered 9 counties in 
northwest Arkansas, 7 counties in southwest Missouri, and 8 counties in northeast 
Oklahoma. The final report entitled “An Analysis of the Tourist Industry in 
Selected Counties of the Ozark Area’”’ has been released. 

(b) A study of the ecology of Table Rock Reservoir has been completed by the 
University of Arkansas. The final report is now being printed. 

(c) The National Recreation School has completed a study to determine the 
recreation needs, desires, preferences, and habits of the residents of Tulsa, Okla., 
and Amarillo and Texarkana, Tex. These communities were chosen to represent 
typical urban areas within the basin, and the results of the wee | will be used to 

etermine the extent of use and types of development on proposed reservoir areas. 
The report has been transmitted to the National Park Service. 

10. The information developed as a result of the preceding activities has been 
used in preparing a draft statement setting forth the proposed AWR areawide 
recreation plan. 

V. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


The Fish and Wildlife Service is responsible for those aspects of AWR coordi- 
nation and planning relating to fish and wildlife management as provided for 
under Federal policies and procedures. In addition, it serves as chairman of the 
fish anc wildlife work group composed of representatives of the eight State game 
and fish departments and the several Federal agencies. 

Five broad categories of activities cover the work accomplished to date. They 
are as follows: ; 

1. Inventory of fish and wildlife resources. 

2. Determination of fish and wildlife needs. 

3. Formulation of possible solutions and tentative plans for meeting these needs. 

4. Refinement of inventories, needs, and plans for presentation in part II of 
the AWR report. 

5. Coordination with other AWR functions to obtain proper consideration of 
fish and wildlife resources. 


Inventory of fish and wildlife resources 


A comprehensive inventory of the fish and wildlife resources of the AWR basins 
has been completed. This inventory involved the bringing together of available 
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data relative to fish and game distribution, populations, and facilities, and was 
supplemented by extensive field studies. The material was organized into 321 
county reports covering Louisiana, Arkansas, Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas, Colo- 
rado, and New Mexico. For Missouri the inventory was presented by soil types 
in conformance with the State’s method of expressing census data. The inventory 
findings were further organized into major basin reports by States as background 
material for the inventory section of the final AWR report. A start has been 
made toward placing this section into final draft form. 


Fish and wildlife needs 


Background needs of the hunting and fishing public, including both the Federal 
and State aspects, have been developed and presented in preliminary reports on 
a State basis. This material is currently being refined and organized to obtain a 
basinwide picture for presentation in the AWR report. 


Formulation of tentative plans 


Possible solutions and tentative plans of development for fish and wildlife have 
been prepared for each State. he Service formulated those aspects of the 
tentative plans that relate to Federal responsibilities and assisted the State game 
and fish agencies in the preparation of those features that are recognized as State 
responsibilities. Subject to further coordination and refinement, these tentative 
plans will form the basis for the final fish and wildlife framework plan. 


Coordination with other functions 


Considerable time and effort have been expended in assuring proper considera- 
tion for fish and wildlife resources in the planning of other functions, particularly 
water use and control developments. In the course of the coordination procedure, 
the Service prepared 106 letter reports on the fish and wildlife aspects of possible 
solutions statements for water use and control projects as issued by the Corps 
of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. Coordination of these reports were 
effected with the appropriate State game and fish agencies. As chairman of the 
fish and wildlife work group, the Fish and Wildlife Service prepared and ccordi- 
nated the required material relating to fish and wildlife aspects for insertion in 
350 evaluation statements covering water use and control projects proposed for 
the AWR framework plan. 

The evaluation statements were prepared by the water use and control work 


group on all projects prepared for inclusion in the AWR report by the Corps of 
ngineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, and the Department of Agriculture. 
The contribution by the Fish and Wildlife Service consists of very brief discussions 
of the anticipated effects of these projects on fish and wildlife resources, nonmone- 
tary appraisals of benefits and losses in terms of fish and wildlife harvests and 
sportsman use, descriptions of remedial measures needed to prevent or offset 
losses with rough estimates of costs of such measures, and recommendations for 


additional studies and project modifications as needed after the projects are 
authorized. They are of necessity based on little or no field investigations and a 
cursory examination of reconnaissance type engineering data. 

In addition, detailed fish and wildlife studies will be needed on the 65 projects 
which may be recommended for authorization in connection with the AWR 
report. They will involve field investigations and complete analyses of project 
plans. While the summary material contained in the project evaluation state- 
ments briefly describes anticipated effects on fish and wildlife and remedial 
measures needed, it is of necessity based on little or no field investigations and only 
a@ cursory examination of reconnaissance type engineering data and must be fol- 
lowed up by detailed studies on those projects likely to be recommended for author- 
ization. 

In future years, additional projects on which evaluation statements have been 
prepared may be recommended for authorization. When this occurs, detailed 
fish and wildlife studies of these projects will also be required to fulfill the require- 
ments of the coordination act. 


VI. BUREAU OF MINES 


When the AWR survey was initiated, it became apparent that mineral investi- 
gations should constitute an important part of the study because— 

1. In this large area minerals and related industrial activities are the dominant 
factor in the economy, and will continue to be important. No study of the area 
would be complete or adequate if it failed to give full consideration to minerals and 
their relation to the economy of the area. 
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2. Mineral deposits and mining operations which are located in proposed reser- 
voir areas should be taken into account in water resources planning in order to 
avoid the loss or destruction of valuable resources, 

3. The potentialities of mineral industry development should be considered in 
outlining the long-range plan of water resources development since some mineral 
industries use large quantities of water and some may benefit from other phases 
of the plan, such as navigation, flood control, or others. 

With these factors in mind it has been the objective of the Bureau of Mines, 
in cooperation with other State and Federal minerals agencies, to— 

1, Appraise the effect proposed reservoir projects might have upon mineral 
deposits and mining facilities, 

. Furnish information on minerals which might be helpful in planning water 
resources development projects. 

3. Identify the further mineral investigations and studies which should be 
undertaken (a) to assure proper consideration of minerals in proceeding with 
water resources development, and (b) to facilitate mining and mineral industry 
development in the area. 

The Bureau of Mines is the chairman agency of the minerals and geology work 
group of AWR. This group is composed of the State geologists or other repre- 
sentatives for Louisiana, Missouri, Arkansas, Texas, Kansas, Colorado, Okla- 
homa, and New Mexico. In addition, the Geological Survey, Corps of Engineers, 
Department of Agriculture, and Federal Power Commission are represented on 
the group. 

Preparation of mineral reports 

The a mentioned in the following paragraphs have been written by 
Bureau of Mines engineers, reviewed, criticized, and approved by the interested 
members of the work group and submitted to AWRBIAC, 

Nineteen preliminary mineral reports were prepared for the eight-State areas 
from library references and furnished to all interested agencies and States. 

As a second step, Bureau of Mines field engineers made field examinations of 
sample areas and found 412 mines, quarries, and mineral deposits, even though 
only 203 were listed in the mining literature of the area. Obviously, further 
investigations were needed. 

To meet this requirement detailed field examinations on a county-by-county 
basis were begun in higher priority areas. These areas were selected because 
within them were located important water use and control projects being investi- 
— by Corps of Engineers, Department of Agriculture, and the Bureau of 

clamation. Field investigations of the mineral resources of 176 counties have 
been completed. About one-fifth of the area of the three river basins has been 
covered by such detailed county surveys. 

Based on the county-by-county mineral resource field investigations, one final 
subbasin report ey ie ed one-third of the area of the State of Oklahoma) 
has been completed. Five final subbasin reports of similar areas are over 50 
percent complete. In addition, five special mineral resources reports have been 
prepared in the States of Colorado and New Mexico. 

Appraisal of effect of proposed water resources projects upon minerals 

The Bureau of Mines engineers examined approximately 190 newly proposed 
projects and 35 previously authorized or recommended projects, and submitted 
reconnaissance reports on each of the above to the construction agencies. Over 
270 mineral appraisal statements were written and submitted to the construction 
agencies. These statements show the effects J a yg dams and reservoirs would 
have on mineral deposits and the mineral industry, including those of petroleum 
and natural gas. The need for these investigations was demonstrated as it was 
found that proposed reservoir sites contained | producing oilfields, gasfields, 
operating coal mines, cement plants, important deposits of chemical-grade lime- 
stone, or other mineral deposits of strategic importance. Further studies for the 
protection of such mineral resources are now under way by Bureau of Mines and 
construction agencies. A mineral field investigation of a single reservoir developed 
the need of protecting a $2 million per year industry. : 

Review of related reports 

In order to achieve coordination between the several work groups that are 
conducting the AWR survey, it is necessary for 9 and petroleum engineers 
to review reports submitted by other work groups. The following reports have 
been reviewed to date: 
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1. Preliminary reports on water resource needs and possible projects for 
meeting such n 

2. Pollution abatement reports 

3. Project evaluations prepared by the construction agencies 

4. Other regular and special reports 


Preparation of long. range program for minerals and geology 

A long-range program of minerals and geology investigations and research has 
been prepared. This tentative plan for minerals and geology was written from 
data supplied by the Bureau and work group members. he most important 
projects were selected for the first 6 years of the long-range program and the cost 
per year estimated. This plan has now been revised upon the basis of the latest 
available information and the comments of the participating agencies. It will be 
submitted to the AWRBIAC for its approval in the near future. 


Preparation of report material 

The first draft of mineral resources data to be used in summarizing the mineral 
resources picture in the AWR basins in the introductory chapters of the final 
AWR report has 

The Minerals and Geology Work Group was assigned the task of writing the 
section of the final Arkansas White-Red report on Mineral Resources and Geology. 
The outline for this section has been written, revised, and approved. Over 40 
mineral commodities, including oil and natural gas, are produced commercially 
in the basins. Each of these commodities will be discussed separately. The 
work of the Bureau of Mines is proceeding on schedule and due for completion 
June 30, 1955. 

VII. SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 


As in the case of other Interior bureaus, the initiation of the Arkansas-White- 
Red survey resulted in (a) an intensification of certain activities of the South- 
western Power Administration, and (6) efforts to assure coordination of the work 
of the Southwestern Power Administration with the work of other participating 
agencies. The specific activities of the Southwestern Power Administration in 
connection with the Arkansas-White-Red survey may be summarized as follows: 

1. It has been an active participant in the functioning of the Hydroelectric 
Power Work Group. This work group has inventoried existing power facilities 
in the Arkansas-White-Red area, estimated power requirements for future years 
one is in the process of evaluating the hydroelectric power potential of the three 
~basins. 

2. As chairman of the Transmission Subgroup of the Hydroelectric Power Work 
Group, the Southwestern Power Administration was assigned leadership in plan- 
ning a transmission system to interconnect the power generation facilities (public 
and private) of the area in order to permit optimum utilization of the hydroelec- 
tric power potentials of the three basins. 

. Engineers of the Southwestern Power Administration represented the De- 
partment on the water use and control groups which were responsible for co- 
ordinating plans for stream development. The Administration provided repre- 
sentation on such groups for approximately the eastern half of the three basins. 
These groups prepared an outline of a proposed framework plan for each sub- 
basin and evaluations of individual projects included in the plan. 

4. Representatives of the Administration have taken an active part in studies 
of cost-benefit procedures, cost allocation, and reimbursement policies, 

5. The Southwestern Power Administration has assigned one representative to 
the Interior Arkansas-White-Red office in Tulsa to act as liaison between that 
office and the Southwestern Power Administration on Arkansas-White-Red 
matters. In addition, he assists the Interior representative on the Tulsa group 
in carrying out overall departmental responsibilities in connection with the 
Arkansas-White-Red survey. 


VIII, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


The Bureau of Land Management has been concerned primarily with the land 
use and agricultural aspects of the Arkansas-White-Red survey as they relate to 
pebis domain lends le this connection, it has worked closely with the United 

tates Department of iculture and the State agricultural agencies in prepara- 
tion of State programs for forestry and for conservation of farm and rangelands 
‘in Colorado and New Mexico. 
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During the first year of the Arkansas-White-Red study, the Bureau of Land 
Management made reconnaissance examinations of lands under its administration 
throughout the Arkansas-White-Red Basins and compiled certain basic informa- 
tion concerning them. This data was made available to other agencies partici- 
pating in Arkansas-White-Red work through the report: “Preliminary Report 
of the Bureau of Land Management in the Arkansas-White-Red Basins” which 
was completed in November 1952 

A third phase of the Bureau of Land Management program under Arkansas- 
White-Red has been directed toward carrying out detailed classification studies of 
public domain land to obtain the additional information necessary to set forth 
the proposed management program for retention lands and to permit disposition 
of scattered tracts to other ownerships that are better suited to managing them. 

To accomplish this purpose, field examinations were started on a small scale 
during fiscal year 1951 in the retention areas in Colorado. Field work was stepped 
up during fiscal year 1952 and fiscal year 1953. At the end of fiscal year 1953, 
detailed field investigations and classification of tracts were completed, and maps 
and tabulations had been prepared on status, land use capability, erosion, land use 
and land adjustments needed for 430,000 acres of public domain lands in south- 
eastern Colorado. Detailed field work was completed, base maps were prepared 
and maps showing vegetative types, status, land use capability, erosion and land 
use adjustment were in process of preparation for an additional 130,000 acres of 
public domain in Colorado. 

During fiscal year 1953 a reconnaissance survey was made of a consolidated 
group of public domain tracts in Arkansas comprising approximately 118,000 
acres to determine the location, condition, ownership, status, the resource base of 
the tracts and the extent and kind of trespass. A system was developed for 
making area examination of tracts considered suitable for disposal. Field work 
has been completed for this area. Data to be tabulated from field work completed 
will be used as a basis for preparation of recommended programs of retention and 
management or for disposal. 

In the remainder of the Arkansas-White-Red area, small and scattered tracts of 
public domain lands are being classified to determine their highest suitable use 
and to promote land disposition. By July 1, 1953, approximately 46 percent of 
the 359,000 acres of scattered tracts had been classified, half of which were trans- 
ferred to other ownerships. 


IX. BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


No special funds were allocated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs for work relate 
ing to the Arkansas-White-Red study in fiscal years 1951 and 1952. However 
representatives of the Bureau of Indian Affairs participated in meetings and 
conferences to keep informed on the flood control, irrigation, agriculture, and 
other studies which would affect natural resources on Indian lands and provided 
information for use of these groups. 

Specific contributions of Bureau of Indian Affairs personnel through fiscal 
year 1953 include the following: 

1. Participation on the State team which prepared the ay te 8c program for 
the conservation and improvement of farm and rangelands in Oklahoma. 

2. Participation on the Oklahoma State team for forestry. 

3. Review of possible solutions of the Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, and Department of Agriculture for water use and control which would 
affect Indian lands. 

4. Review of tentative plans for water use and control — by water-use 
and control groups with reference to effects on Indian lan 


Gentlemen, that completes the hearing on reclamation. Before 
we adjourn I do want to compliment you, Mr. Commissioner, on the 
fine manner in which you have carried on in these hearings. 

I am delighted, encouraged, and surprised that you have in such a 
short time gained such a great knowledge of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and its problems. It proves you had a pretty good idea of what 
it was all about before they made you Commissioner. 

I also want to compliment the other gentlemen who testified, for 
their willingness to answer questions and the fine manner in which 
they answered the questions. I refer to fam staff present here 
today and those who have been here before during this hearing. 


1165 


Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Chairman, I thank you. My success, of 
-course, is due entirely to the work of my staff and regional directors 
and their staffs in supplying information. 

Mr. Jensen. That is very kind of you to say. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We will try to continue to give you the answers 
that you like, and do our best to give them to you honestly. I want 
‘to particularly thank the committee for the great amount of time and 
effort that they have spent in going over our work. I know it is at 
considerable sacrifice to their time at home, and other things, includ- 
ing their health. 

e appreciate the time and effort that they have put in, and 
sincerely hope they will continue to look critically at our work and 
that we can find ourselves able to justify what we are doing. 

Mr. Jensen. | think you will find, Mr. Commissioner, that this 
committee, as I said before, has only one purpose in mind, and that 
is to do that which is best for this great America of ours. 

This committee, which deals with the things that tend to build 
America, I feel is the most interesting committee in the whole Congress 
of the United States. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I think the same thing is true of our people. I 
think every one of the people that appeared before this committee 
could go out in private industry and earn 2 or 3 times as much as 
they earn for the Government. But this thing has gotten into their 
blood to the point where they want to stay with it. 

Mr. Jensen. Good luck to you gentlemen. 


Wepnespay, Fesruary 10, 1954. 
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 


WITNESSES 


FRED G. AANDAHL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR WATER AND 
POWER 

WILLIAM A. PEARL, ADMINISTRATOR, BONNEVILLE POWER AD- 
MINISTRATION 

8. E. SCHULTZ, CHIEF_|ENGINEER, BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINIS- 
TRATION 

E. D. OSTRANDER, CONTROLLER 

H. F. JONES, ACTING POWER MANAGER 

J. F. RBICHARDSON, DIRECTOR, DIVISION ADMINISTRATIVE 
MANAGEMENT 


Mr. Jensen. The committee will come to order. We have with 
us this morning Mr. William A. Pearl, Administrator of the Bonneville 
Power Administration. 

Mr. Pearl, you have not been Administrator for very long, have you? 

Dr. Peart, Since January 15 of this year. 

Mr. JENSEN. January 15? 

Dr. Peart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. It is the custom in this committee, when a person 
takes over a responsibility as great as you have, to ask for a brief 
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bra und of his life. Would you please give that to us at this 
e€ 
BIOGRAPHICAL DATA, DR. PEARL 


Dr. Peart. I have prepared a brief outline. I would like to give 
each one of you a copy, and I will submit a copy for the record. Then, 
if you would like to have me do so, I will just go over it rather 
hurriedly. Is that satisfactory? 

Mr. JensEN. That is good. 

Dr. Peart. My formal education and training consists of three 
degrees in engineering, the last of which was a doctor of philosophy 
degree from the University of Michigan in 1934. 

ubsequent to that time I have taken a number of advanced 
courses in X-ray, aviation, and management. 

Then, just to cover my experience in reverse order, as of the 15th 
of January of this year I became Administrator of the Bonneville 
Power Administration 

From 1946 to 1954 I was connected with the State College of 
Washington in the capacity of head of the mechanical engineering 
department, director of industrial research, director of the Institute 
of Technology, and as acting president for 1 year. 

The 10 years previous to that I was in Chicago where I had 3 con- 
nections simultaneously, my primary connection being with the 
Whiting Corp., where I served as chief engineer. From there I was 
promoted to general engineer and then to director of the department 
of research, and then to manager, and then to vice president in charge 
of manufacturing 

During this same period of time I was a member of the staff of the 
— nstitute of Technology, where I taught in the Graduate 

ool. 

Also I was a member of the Armour Research Foundation staff 
where I was in charge of major projeets for some 6 years. 

Ten years previous to that f was with the Benson Polytechnic 
School of Portland, Oreg., where I was head of the gas engine and 
aviation departments. Just previous to that I owned and operated 
my own business in Portland, Oreg. | 

From the period 1916 to 1925 I was on the staff of Washington 
State College as assistant professor and a member of the engineering 
experimental station staff also. 

Just after World War I, I was apprentice instructor at the Puget 
Sound Navy Yard, Bremerton, Wash. During World War I, I was 
in the Heavy Ordnance Division of the Puget Sound Navy Yard, 
Bremerton, Wash. 

I am also a member of a number of technical societies and honorary 
societies which I have listed here, but I will not take the time to go 
into detail on any of those. 3 ; 

I am a member of the American Society of Mechanical Engineers 
and the American Society of Engineering Education, and I am a 
registered engineer in the State of Illinois and the State of Oregon, 
and oe are other activities that I have listed in the sheet I have 
su 

r. JENSEN. Yes. 

Dr. Pearu. Now, there is another page of this that I do not want. 

to take too much time on. 
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Mr. Jensen. No; I think you have covered it pretty well. 

Dr. Peart. Allright. 

Mr. JENSEN. And it is good proof that you are well qualified to be 
Administrator of the Bonneville Power Administration. 

Your staff is here with you? 

Dr. Pearu. That is right. 

Mr. JensEN. Would you like to introduce them? 

Dr. Peart. Yes, I would like to introduce them. 

Mr. Jones, our power manager, is tomy extremeright. Mr. Schultz, 
our chief engineer, is next. 

Mr. Norretu. He has been here before. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes, we know Mr. Schultz. 

Dr. Pearu. Mr. Richardson, who is next to me is our budget 
officer, and next to him is Mr. Ostrander, who is our controller. 
Perhaps you have met some of these men before. 

Mr. Dubrow, of our Washington office is here, and also Mr. Kudej 
and Mr. Toman of the Washington office. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Dr. Peary. And I think everybody knows Mr. Larson. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, sir. 


1955 ESTIMATE 


I note your request for the Bonneville Power Administration for 
the fiscal year 1955 is $36,800,000, which is a decrease of $8,070,000 
below the 1954 amount appropriated by the Congress. 

We will insert in the record at this point the general statement in 
the justifications, pages 2 through 7, and the table showing the sum- 
poe’ of Federal investment and repayment as of June 30, 1953, 
similar to the one on page 711 of last year’s hearings. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


GENERAL STATEMENT 
STATEMENT OF 1955 ESTIMATE 


The requirements of the Bonneville Power Administration for fiscal year 1955 
are compared with the appropriations of 1954 in the following table: 


Appropriations 1954 act 1955 estimate 


These programs arise out of the Administration’s responsibility for disposition 
of electric power produced in Federal generating plants in the Pacific Northwest. 
To carry out this responsibility, the Administration constructs and operates in- 
tegrated high-voltage electric power facilities which interconnect the Federal 
power projects, transmit the output of Federal power plants to load centers, and 
interconnect the Federal system with non-Federal utility systems throughout the 


he following table presents the Federal hydroelectric projects in service and 
under construction in the region. Marketing the power from these plants is the 
responsibility of the Administration, 


Initial date in 
service 


Corps of Engineers... 564, 000 | January 1938. 
Bureau of Reclamation .. 2, 172, 000 Pap taper 


» 1953 


i Excludes Bureau of Reclamation plants in upper Snake River Basin. f 


The program for fiscal year 1955. provides for construction of transmission fa- 
cilities needed to deliver power from the projects presently completed and those 
under construction which will be in service by January 1958. Since 3 years are 
normally required to construct major transmission lines and substations, the 
program for fiscal year 1955 contemplates the completion of these facilities to 

rovide for, the additional generating capacity available and in service in January 

958. At that time the peak generating capacity of the Federal plants in the 
region will be 5,097,050 kilowatts, an increase of 1,785,050 kilowatts over existing 
capacity. The foregoing table reflects the delay in the Chief Joseph and The 
Dalles projects from the previously approved schedules. Transmission facilities 
as planned would be capable of handling an additional 294,000 kilowatts which 
would be available from Chief Joseph powerhouse by January 1958 if the original 
energization schedule is met. 

Significant increases in generating capacity have been made this past year or 
will be added during the current winter at. the Hungry Horse, Detroit, and 
MeNary projects. In addition, private utilities and public agencies in the area 
have added since the 1952-53 storage period or are installing during the present 
winter, new capacity at Cabinet Gorge, Rock Island, Ross, Yale, Cushman No. 2 
and Sullivan projects. This amounts to an additional 336,000 kilowatts to the 
regional power capacity. One 60,000-kilowatt unit was also brought into opera- 
tion at the Waleach plant of the British Columbia Electric Co. 

Construction is under way for new Federal generation at Albeni Falls, Chief 
Joseph, Big Cliff, Lookout Point, Dexter, Chandler, and The Dalles. These 
projects, including the last 12 units at McNary, will add 3,660,000 kilowatts of 
new capacity to the Federal system when completed. Non-Federal increases in 
generation are now under construction at Box Canyon, Kerr, Yelm, Tacoma 
steam plant, Carbon steam plant and Canadian plants, consisting of additional 
units at Bridge River and the construction of the new Seton Creek project. 
The West Kootenay Power & Light Co. is installing 180,000 kilowatts in its new 
Waneta plant, but this capacity will be isolated from the Northwest power pool 
unless an interconnection is made between the company and the Northwest 
power pool. Total capacity of the non-Federal facilities under construction, 
exclusive of Waneta, amounts to 435,000 kilowatts. These capacity figures do 
not represent the additional energy supply made available to this energy deficient 
area, The energy producing capability of the above plants will depend upon 
streamflows and the amounts of storage available each year to supplement stream- 
flows during the critical storage drawdown period from September 15 to April 15. 
These new plants will, however, represent important increases to the region’s 
energy supply. ‘ 

Power loads and resources 


The power situation in the Pacific Northwest has greatly improved over that 
of a year . From September through December 1952 streamflows were 
critical and the Defense Electric Power Administration ordered some curtailment 
of area loads. Heavy rains occurred in January 1953, and loads were again 
restored. Continuing precipitation has occurred through the fall and winter of 
1953, and streamflows have been above median. 
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Only a small amount of steam generation has been used to date and all firm and 
interruptible loads have been served, It is now apparent that all firm loads can 
be served from hydto throughout the rest of the 1033-54 storage season with the 
possibility of some steam being needed during peak hours. 

All Northwest power reservoirs except Hungry Horse were at normal Ser-peol 
levels. at the, start of the storage drawdown period in mid-September. The 
ultimate pool level at Hungry Horse will not be reached until the summer of 1954. 

As power fram McNary, Chief Joseph, The Dalles, and the Willamette River 
plants becomes available, the power situation will improve. Under critical water 
conditions, the Administration will be able to supply the privately owned utilities 
about 300,000 kilowatts of prime power in 1961-55. Additional requirements 
of the utilities will be about 300,000 kilowatts. By 1959-60 with plants now exist- 
ing and under construction, and assuming no further slippage in the generator- 
installation schedule, the Administration will be able to supply the privately 
owned utilities about 553,000 kilowatts of prime power. Additional requirements 
of the utilities under critical water conditions will be about 443,000 kilowatts of 
prime power. 

In 1954-55 under average water conditions the Administration can meet all 
of the requirements of the privately owned utilities. Interruptible industrial 
loads will have to depend heavily on purchased steam energy unless better-than- 
average water conditions occur. The situation improves for the interruptible 
customers through 1958-59 but in no year will the Administration be able to meet 
all of the privately owned utility and the interruptible industrial requirements. 

Twenty-year contracts have been executed between the Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration and the ree owned utilities of the Northwest power pool, and 
the Mountain States Power Co. in order to insure that their customers, and par- 
ticularly the rural and domestic customers, will receive an equitable share of 
low-cost’ power from the Government’s. multipurpose projects on the Columbia 
River. hese contracts provide that during the next 20 years after meeting the 
requirements of purchasers which have a priority under existing legislation, 
namely; the publicly owned utility systems and agencies of the Federal Govern- 
ment, and after meeting the requirements for firm power to industries with con- 
tractual commitments at this time, the remainder of the firm power available 
from the Federal system will be furnished, first, in the amount of 500,000 kilowatts 
to the privately owned utilities, second, in the amount of 70,000 kilowatts to 
industrial customers, and third, the utilities will have priority to purchase an 
additional 1 million kilowatts of firm power. Although the contracts which the 
private utilities are signing are for 20 years, the best estimates of the power- 
supply situation under critical water conditions in the Pacific Northwest region 
indicate that the output from existing plants and from these plants now under 
construction will be sufficient during the next 10 or 11 years to meet only a portion 
of the requirements of the privately owned utilities in excess of their own generat- 
ing resources. 

he maximum amount that the Administration will have available for the 
privately owned utilities in any year, on the basis of present schedules and antici- 
pated public-agency loads, will be in 1959-60 when approximately 553,000 kilo- 
watts can be delivered under minimum-year hydroelectric conditions. Even 
this amount of power, however, will fall 443,000 kilowatts short of meeting the 
utilities’ requirements of 996,000 kilowatts in that year. In succeeding years 
the amount available for the utilities will decrease, since the requirements of the 
ublicly owned agencies and other preference customers will continue to grow while 
ttle additional generation has as yet been scheduled for these years. 


Transmission 


The major portion of the funds requested in the 1955 fiscal year construction 
program will be applied toward the completion of transmission lines and sub- 
stations already authorized by Congress and now under construction: $24,321,000 
out of the $30,200,000 herein requested will be applied to this purpose; $5,049,000 
will be required in new starts to reinforce the transmission grid commensurate 
with the increased generating capacity at the new Federal dams and to serve the 
paving needs of existing customers; the remaining amount of $830,000 will be 

or general plant purposes. 

The new starts will include a 230-kilovolt transmission line with related facilities 
from Oregon City to Chemawa, Oreg.; and facilities to serve Lewis County and the 
Frenchman Hills area, both in the State of Washington. Construction will con- 
tinue on major grid facilities from Grand Coulee and Chief Joseph Dams to the 
Puget Sound area, and from McNary Dam to the Walla Walla, The Dalles, and 
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Willamette Valley areas. Customer service facilities will be constructed to provide 
for new or increased loads throughout the Administration’s service area on the 
basis of joint engineering studies with the distributing utilities, : 


Operations and maintenance 


In 1955 the operation and maintenance m will require $6,600,000. This 
compares with an appropriation for 1954 of $6,004,000. The estimates for 
operation and maintenance have been developed in aceordance with the m 


for achieving ater economy in Government expenditures as outlined by the 
Bureau of the Budget. The increased costs in fiscal year 1955 are in the system 
operation and maintenance activities, and result from the requirements for 

ration and maintenance of additional facilities being installed in fiscal years 
1954 and 1955, and from the necessity of establishing performance levels in fiscal 
year 1955 which will insure safe operation of the transmission system and which 
will prevent excessive and costly deterioration. 

The power marketing and general administrative activities will be reduced in 
1955 as a result of reorganization of functions in these activities and elimination 
of work not considered essential to efficient, business-like operations in accordance 
with recent policies of the Department of the Interior. 

Financial 

In fiscal year 1953, water conditions, although not of critical year proportions, 
were much less favorable than in 1952. As a result, gross operating revenues of 
$39,175,209 * were $1,004,937, or 2.5 percent, below tne preceding year. The 
lower gross, together with increased costs for generation, including initial opera- 
tions of Hungry Horse project on a ially completed basis, and for the trans- 
mission produced net revenues of $9,567,592, a drop of 39.8 percent for the 
epee sees figure of $15,890,641 for 1952. Although increases in gross revenue 
are forecast for fiscal years 1954 and 1955, continuing decreases in net revenues 
are anticipated for the reasons set forth in this statement a year ago. Through 
fiscal year 1952 the Columbia River power system included only two generating 
plants; namely, those at the Bonneville and Grand Coulee projects. These two 

ants are low-cost power producers inasmuch as they were constructed at cost 

vels much below those at which the new dams are being constructed. Beginni 

in 1953 and continuing for several years, new dams, such as McNary, Albeni 
Falls, Hungry Horse, Detroit-Big Cliff, Lookout Point-Dexter, Chief Joseph, and 
The Dalles will come into service but will have higher power costs in view of the 
considerably higher construction costs of these projects. In particular, new 
projects during the developmental period prior to the completion of the installation 
of all generators are less productive relative to costs than after the power installa- 
tions are complete and the new plants operate at maximum capacity. 

On a cumulative basis through June 30, 1953, the Columbia River power 
system has had gross operating revenues of $304,429,094. After deduction of 
expenses for operation, maintenance, administration, marketing, depreciation 
and interest, these gross revenues have produced net revenues of $93,409,993. 
The power operation has thus covered all ye 9 including the payment of 
interest on the investment, plus a substantial additional net return on the invest- 
ment over and above total costs. 

The operating results summarized in the preceding two paragraphs have been 
taken from the cost accounts maintained in accordance with generally accepted 
accounting principles followed in the electric utility industry as audi b 
independent accountants. These accounts from inception of the projects throug 
fiscal year 1952 were audited by Arthur Andersen & Co., a nationally known firm 
of independent, certified public accountants. Beginning with fiscal year 1953 
the annual, independent, commercial-type audit of the power accounts required 
by the Bonneville Project Act has been undertaken by the Audits Division of the 
Cece Accounting ce. The results given above for fiscal year 1953 have 
been taken from the audit report submitted to the Secretary of the Interior by 
the Comptroller General. 

The gross revenues of more than $304 million, after deduction of amounts 
represented at June 30, 1953, by accounts receivable and elimination of the 
noneash exchange account transactions, together with miscellaneous receipts 
have produced total cash receipts returned to the Treasury in the amount of 
$292,781,902. As of June 30, 1958, the = Federal investment allocated to 
power was $871,267,924. This total includes amounts for (1) expenses of opera- 


1 These are the combined revenues of the Columbia River power system and include amounts collected 
directly at the generating plants as well as those collected by the Bonneville Power Administration. 
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tion, maintenance and interest; (2) the investment in Property, plant, equipment, 
inventories, etc.; and (3) unexpended appropriations. The investment in expen- 
ses, including interest ex pense was $147,672,836, of which $146,924,818 has been 
repaid to the Treasury, leaving an unpaid balance of $748,018 representing expen- 
ses at Hungry Horse project, for which repayment will be made in fiscal year 
1954 from amounts owing to the project at the end of the fiscal year 1953 for 
power operations during that year. he remainder of the gross investment con- 
sists of the unexpended appropriations of $54,098,448 and the capital assets (plant, 
property, equipment, inventories, etc.) of $669,496,640. Of this latter sum, 
$145,857,084, or 21.79 percent, had been repaid as of June 30, 1953, from power 
receipts returned to the Treasury. At Bonneville Dam project, the first of the 
plants to be placed in service, 34 percent of the capital investment allocated to 
power has been repaid. Approximately 27 percent of the capital investment in 
transmission facilities and nearly 20 percent of the power capital investment at 
the Columbia Basin project have been repaid. Only a nominal portion of the 
capital investment at Hungry Horse project has been repaid because that project 
was only partially in service in fiscal year 1953, the first generator having been 
placed in operation on October 29, 1952. 


Columbia River power system—summary of Federal investment and repayment as of 
June 30, 1958 


Gross in- Net invest- 
vestment | Repayments) “nent 


Investment in current expense: 


Operation, maintenance, etc.................------------- $75, 037,632 | $74,864,714 2 $172, 918 

Interest 72, 635, 204 72, 060, 104 2 575, 100 
147, 672, 836 | 146, 924, 818 2748, 018 

Investment in capital assets: 

Electric plant, inventories, etc.3___ cnee 669, 496,640 | 145,857, 084 523, 639, 556 

Unexpended 54, 098, 
723, 595,088 | 145, 857. 084 577, 738, 004 
Total Federal investment... 871, 267,924 | 292,781, 902 | 578, 486, 022 


1 The Columbia River power system does not receive appropriations for payment of interest, but imputes 
and includes in its accounts provisions for interest expense and returns receipts to the Treasury is repayment 
expense, 

2 Represents expenses at Hungry Horse project which was in service in 1953 on a partially completed basis. 
These expenses were not covered by receipts returned to Treasury in that year for the account of the project, 
but as of June 30, 1953, the project had an account due from Bonneville Power Administration of $781,000 for 
power operations. The transfer of receipts for this account in 1954 will repay these expenses and leave a 
remainder of $32,982 in repayment of capital investment of the project. 

3 Includes interest during construction of $20,247,362, which will be repaid to the Treasury as part of the 
capital cost of electric plant, and $11,715,531 of interest charged to future downstream regulation recoverable 
from operations of future downstream hydroelectric plants. 


Based on individual projects the return of the power capital investment has 
been as follows: 


Deduct 
Gross power Power | Repaid as 
Project Per- | Net power 
capital pended! capital | of June 30, 
investment investment 1953. | Cent jinvestment 


Bonneville Power Administra- 


928, 323 , 737, 393 |$305, 190, 980 |$81, 964, 087 | 26.86 | $223, 226, 843 
Bonneville Dam project. .......- 59, 923, 979 99,193 | 59,824,786 | 20,343,163 | 34.00 | 39, 481,623 
Columbia Basin project_..---..-- 220, 414, 582 813,081 | 219, 601,501 | 43,100,278 | 19.63 | 176, 501, 223 
Hungry Horse project............ 87, 328,204 | 2,448,781 | 84, 879, 423 449,556 | 0.53 | 84, 429, 867 

088 | 54,098, 448 | 669, 496, 640 
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GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Pearl, do you have a general statement you would 
like to make at this time? 

Dr. Peary. Yes; I have. Shall I go right through the statement, 
or do you want to ask questions as I go through the preliminary 
statement? 

Mr. Jensen. How voluminous is it? 

Dr. Praru. It is only three pages. 

Mr. Jensen. Go ahead; read it. 

Dr. Peart. The appropriation request for the Bonneville Power 
Administration for fiscal year 1955 as compared with 1954 actual 
appropriations is as follows: 


Change, 
or de- 


crease (—) 


$38, 866,000 | $30,200,000 | —$8, 666, 000 
6, 004, 000 6, 600, 000 +596, 000 


These appropriations are for building transmission facilities and for 
operating expense in marketing power from the Federal hydroelectric 
—— in the Pacific Northwest. 

onstruction funds are to be applied as follows: $24,321,000 for 
transmission facilities previously approved by Congress; $5,049,000 
for initiating construction on new electrical facilities, and $830,000 for 
general plant facilities. 


The Bonneville Power Administration is now marketing power from 
five Federal projects with a presently installed Federal capacity of 
about 3 million kilowatts. Some of these projects still have addi- 
tional capacity to be installed, and there are others under construction 
which will add additional power capacity for which the Administration 
is planning transmission facilities. 

Construction of high voltage transmission facilities requires 2 or 3 
years, and funds requested for next fiscal year are limited to the 
amounts needed to carry forward construction work for fiscal year 
1955 only. Construction of these facilities is timed to keep pace with 
power supplies as they are added to the Federal multiple-purpose 
projects in the Pacific Northwest. Lines being constructed are neces- 
sary for proper interconnection and operation of Federal generation 
plants, and to earry power to load centers within economic trans- 
mission distances. 

Specific facilities proposed in this construction estimate for 1955 
have been discussed with the utilities affected, and they are in agree- 
ment with the program. 

The construction estimates contemplate economical engineering and 
efficient prosecution of construction work. Continued attention is 
being given to more economical ways of doing things, and savings will 
be achieved where feasible. 

Because neither Bonneville nor its customers can foresee all possible 
power conditions, engineering changes in our program are necessary 
in fact, essential, if we are to provide good service on an economic 
basis. This construction budget contemplates a few specific changes 


| 

| | 

‘Operations and 
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to the mutual advantage of the customers and the Government on 
work previously approved by the Congress. These will be presented 
to ry during this hearing, along with the reasons for the change. 
or operation and maintenance the net increase of $596,000 is 
needed because the system to be operated and maintained by the 
Administration is increasing as transmission facilities are constructed 
and placed in service. 
In spite of increased dollar requirements this 1955 operation and 
maintenance budget is the lowest in Bonneville Power Administration 
history in relation to each dollar invested in electric plant in service. 


peration an = and maintenance 
Fiscal year tenance appropria- Average plant in appropriation per 

tion ollar of plant in 
service 


2.13 cents. 
2.21 cents. 


2.99 cents. 
11.09 to 3,11 cents. 


Appropria- 
tion 1954 


Maintenance of the transmission system 
Operation of the transmission system 
Power marketing 

General ad 


Total... 


In terms of transmission system to operate and maintain here are 1955 facilities 
compared with prior years: 


Miles of transmission lines 

Number of substations 

Capacity of substations, kilovolt-am peres 

Microwave control and communication equipment, stations. - 
Points of power delivery 

Number of customers 


Continuous reliable operation of this grid system is of vital concern 
to the people and the economy of the Pacific Northwest. Frequent 
or extended outages which interrupt the operation of the whole 
Northwest power pool seriously disrupt the normal day-to-day ac- 
tivities of the people of the region and cause financial losses. A sound 
program of maintenance is the key to good service. Maintenance 
crews for patrol, inspection, and repair of lines and stations need to 
be expanded as the system grows. Personnel to dispatch power and 
to operate substations is to be expanded with the increased power 
being transmitted and system in service. 

Personnel are also needed to maintain control and protective de- 
vices being added to the system. This equipment, which is necessary 
to minimize the number and duration of service outages and to pro- 


1940-1952____...-..-....-......-.--.-| $400,000 to $5,592,000... $3,608,000 to $180,000,- 

The operations and maintenance increase of $596,000 is accounted for as follows: 

Change, in- 

decrease (—) 

549, 200 475, 000 —74, 200 

951, 300 850, 000 —101, 300 

6, 600, 000 596, 000 

| 1955 1954 1953 

6, 208 5, 732 5, 154 

167 157 145 

6, 928, 000 5, 775, 000 5, 260, 000 

374 173 40 

313 308 295 

| 120 | 118 115 
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vide tools for effective operation of the Federal system, includes not 
only the high-speed relays, recording devices, fault locators, emer- 
gency radio, etc., but the intervening signal circuits as well. In- 
ereases are requester for these purposes. 

Offsetting these increases in system operations and maintenance 
are decreases in the marketing and administrative costs of the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration. Power marketing is reduced from 
$549,200 to $475,000. Power marketing functions are really business 
operating activities, and include contract negotiations, billing, con- 
duct of studies jointly with customers with respect to power needs 
and plans of service. In addition, power marketing entails prepar- 
ing operating plans for the maximum utilization of the water resources 
for power production of the integrated Federal generating plants. In 
connection with these activities, too, it is necessary that we plan ahead 
so that investment of transmission facilities in the future may be on 
an economical basis and it be related as closely as possible to the 
power needs of the utilities for service. Costs of power marketing 
activity have been reduced to the lowest level feasible if we are to 
meet our obligations for sound business management. 

Cost of general administrative activities is reduced from $951,300 
in 1954 to $850,000 in 1955. A minimum level of administrative 
operations is contemplated, and reorganization to consolidate and 
simplify administrative procedures is required. The services include 
accounting, office supplies and services, purchasing, personnel, budget 
and other management services directly related to operations and 
maintenance, as well as general direction of the administration. 

We will continue to work for more efficient and better service in 


operating the transmission system. Economies resulting from the 
management survey study to be made of the Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration will be reflected in future requests for funds. Actual 
net cash savings in i ape for 1955 will be impounded as 


directed by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Power revenues from operations will, with median water conditions, 
amount to $53,700,000 in 1955 as compared with $45,600,000 esti- 
mated for 1954, and $38,949,448 actual for fiscal year 1953. Total 
power receipts returned to the United States Treasury amount to 
$292,781,902 as of June 30, 1953, as shown on the General Account- 
ing Office audit of the Columbia River power system. These returns 
are in excess of actual payout requirement of law. 

Mr. JEensEN. I believe you said that the power pool, which is com- 
posed of the Bonneville Power Administration and the public utility 
districts, are in agreement with the request that you are making? 

Dr. Peart. That is right. The power pool also includes private 
companies too. 

r. JENSEN. The private utilities? 

Dr. Praru. Yes. 


INTERCONNECTING WEST KOOTENAY POWER & LIGHT CO. TO NORTHWEST 
POWER POOL 


Mr. JenseN. What proposals have been made relative to inter- 
connecting West Kootenay Power & Light Co. to the Northwest 


power 
Dr. Pzaru. I am going to ask Mr. Jones to answer that. 
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Mr. Jones. The Washington Water Power Co. sent to Dr. Pearl 
in January of this year a proposal to interconnect the Northwest 
Power Pool with the West Kootenay Power & Light Co., which 
operates in eastern British Columbia, by means of a 230,000-volt 
transmission line which would run from their Waneta plant to the 
Beacon substation of the Washington Water Power Co. in Spokane. 

The proposal is under study by the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion, and has been discussed recently by our staff and with the staff 
of the Washington Water Power Co., but no conclusions have been 
reached on it up to the present time. 

Mr. JenseN. What power could be made available to the pool, 
and what benefits to the Bonneville Power Administration would 
result from the interconnection and integration of operations? 

Mr. Jonzs. The power that could be made available to the pool 
as a result of this interconnection is of two kinds. 

It is estimated that the West Kootenay Power & Light Co. will 
have a surplus running up to as much as 75,000 kilowatts which will 
be available for purchase by the Washington Water Power Co. if 
the interconnection is made. 

In addition, the integration of the operation of the West Kootenay 
plant with the plants of the Northwest Power Pool, including those 
of the Federal Government, and other private companies, will make 
available between 21,000 and 44,000 kilowatts of additional primary 
power. That is not necessarily additional energy, but it is additional 
power that can be relied upon under minimum water conditions. 

Mr. Jensen. Is there money in the budget for that interconnection 
with the BPA? 


Mr. Jonzs. There is no money in the budget for that interconnec- 
tion. 


CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Obligations by activities 


Description 


Direct Obligations 

1. Construction in progress. . $35, 493, 572 
2. New Construction. . , 179, 11, 046, 000 
3. General plant. , 810, 1, 330, 000 
Total direct obligations 47, 869, 572 


able Out of Reimbursements 
from 


1. Construction in progress. 112, 117 50, 000 
Obligations incurred 53,112,794 | 47,919, 572 


| 

P| 1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 

$25, 437, 000 

5, 049, 000 

945, 000 

31, 431, 000 

50, 000 

31, 481, 000 
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Obligations by objects 


Object classification 


1953 actual 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 
S of Pe 
‘Total number of permanent 


Full-time equivalent of all other positions 
Average number of all employees 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average 
Average 
Ungraded positions: Average salary 


Personal service ob! 
Permanent positions 
Other positions 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base 
Payment above basic rates 
Excess of annual leave earned over leave taken 


Total personal service obligations 


Direct Obligations 


of things. 
Communication services 

Rents and utility services 

Printing and reproduction 

Other contractual services 

Supplies and materials. 

Equipment 

Lands and structures 

Grants, subsidies, and contributions 
Refunds, awards, and indemnities 


BE 


$223.3 


Subtotal 


Operation and maintenance 
Other accounts 


Net direct obligations 


31, 424, 500° 


Obligations Payable Out of Reimbursements From Other Accounts) 
Personal services. 

Trav 

Transportation of things. 


Communication services. 
Other contractual services. 


Total oliation payable out of reimbursements from 


Obligations incurred 


ALLOCATION TO BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS 


Total number of permanent positions 
Average number of all employees 


Average salaries and grades: 

General schedule grades: 
Average salary 
Average grade 


Personal services: Permanent 
Travel 
Communication services 
Rents and utility services 
Other contractual services 
08 Supplies and materials 
Lands and structures 
‘Taxes and assessments 


Obligations incurred_ 


1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
2, 106 1, 980 1, 597 
2, 244 2,111 1, 616 
$5, 248 $5, 262 $5, 279 
Kneenne-----| . $9, 526, 124 $9, 214, 130 $7, 460, 315 
AS 1, 272, 715 1, 044, 775 471, 028 
ae 26, 157 23, 975 20, 947 
427,118 382, 320 288, 310 
2.20.5) 10, 665, 200 8, 240, 600 
arsonal services__.__._.___. 11, 275, 490 10, 
1, 640, 321 1, 
pase 398, 446 
104, 782 
7, 215 
15, 950, 103 8, 
10, 721, 283 14, 
Less services performed for— ' 
52, 749 20, 000 20, 000 
40, 239 20, 000 20. 000 
7, 486 7,000 7,000 
: other agencies -...............- 52, 749 20, 000 20, 000 
Supplies and materials... ......-. -.--...-------------- 1, 831 2, 000 2,000 
112, 217 50, 000 50, 000 
RS Seen 47, 914, 389 31, 474, 500 
| 
| 
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Obligations by objects—Continued 


Object classification 1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 


ALLOCATION TO GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 


Total number of permanent positions 
Average number of all employees 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary. 
Average grade 


01 Personal services: 


Other positions 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base 


Printing and reproduction 
Other contractual services 
Supplies and materials. 
Equipment. - 

Taxes and assessments 


Obligations incurred 
SUMMARY 
Summary of Personal Services 
Total number of permanent positions 
Full-time equivalent of all other 
Average number of all employees 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 


$4, 738 
Average grade GS-7.2 
Ungraded positions: Average salary_..... $5, 248 


Personal service obli 
Permanent positions $9, 536, 637 


262 
430 


on 
a 
on 


Regular pay in excess of 52-week base 
Payment above basic rates 
Excess of annual jeave earned over leave taken 


Total personal service obligations. 11, 327, 109 


11, 286, 870 
1, 642, 022 
Prbmersareetign of things 398, 446 
Communication services 105, 353 
Rents and utility services 90, 852 
Printing and reproduction 7, 217 
Other contractual services... 24 , 208, 415 
Supplies and materials 15, 951, 263 
Lands 


oS 
BR 


o 


and structures. 
Grants, subsidies, and contributions 
Refunds, awards, and indemnities 
Taxes and assessments. 


to 
Less services performed for— 
Operation and maintenance 
Other accounts 


Net direct obligations 


1 1 1 
_ 
$4, 553 $4, 578 | $4, 608 
$4, 165 $2, 300 $3, 500 
Total personal 5, 032 | 2, 650 3, 500 
| 1, 067 550 600 
Rents and utility services... 200 250 
1, 067 533 700 
331 250 250 
9, 987 5, 183 6, 500 
| 
2, 108 1, 981 1, 598 
259 221 95 
2, 246 2, 112 1, 617 i 
| $5, 006 
GSs-Z GS-7.5 
i $5, $5, 279 
$9, 216, $7, 463, 815 
Other positions 1, 273, 566 1,065, 471, 028 
A 26, 173 23, 20, 947 
ach 427, 118 382 288, 310 
1 | 8, 244, 100 
Direct Obligations | 
8,224, 100 
1,109, 200 
304, 200 
101, 200 
78, 950 
7, 500 
| 349, 700 
8, | 5, 244, 300 
14, 6, 556, 250 
10 12, 248 9, 899, 100 
ll 85, 768 67, 000 
13 7, 683 600 
48, 341, 672 31, 942, 100 
poccedsqnanacdnergnsousbnennns 52, 749 20, 000 20, 000 
53,000,677 | 47,860,572 | 31,431, 000 
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Obligations by objects—Continued 
Object classification 1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
SUMMARY—continued 
Obligations Payable Out of Reimbursements From Other Accounts 
$40, 239 $20, 000 $20, 000 
7, 486 7, 000 7,000 
03 Transportation of things 39 ns 
07 Other contractual services. 1,000 1,000 
Services performed by other accounts_.-..........___. 52, 749 20, 000 20, 000 
PR 1, 831 2,000 2,000 
11 Grants, subsidies, and 
Total obligations payable out of reimbursements from 
«. 112, 117 50, 000 50, 000 
53, 112, 794 47, 919, 572 31, 481, 000 
Analysis of expenditures 
1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
Unliquidated obligations, start of year: 
$29, 908, 282 | $38, 924, 499 $37, 954, O71 
tions incurred during the year..............--........-. 53, 112, 704 47, 919, 572 31, 481, 900 
—_ 86, 117, 476 86, 44, 071 69, 435, 071 
Obligations transferred to “Constrnction (liquidstion of 
contract authorization), Bonneville Power Adminis- 3, 006, 376 
Adjustment in obligations of prior years (contract authori- ai 
Unliquidated obligations, end of year (appropriation) .___. 38,924,499 | 37,954, 071 29, 270, O71 
Total 43,911,195 | 48, 700, 000 40, 000, 000 
Expenditures are distributed as follows: 
Out of current authorizations... } 43, 911, 195 19, 000, 000 15, 400, 000 
Out of prior authorizations...._..._............--..---.--- ° 29, 700, 000 24, 600, 000 


Mr. JENSEN. For construction and rehabilitation there was appro- 
priated in 1954, $38,866,000, and for 1955 the estimate is $30,200,000, 


a decrease of $8,666,000. 


SUMMARY OF PROGRAM, 1955 
We will insert pages 9, 10, and 11 into the record at this point. 


(The matter referred to follows:) 
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NEW FACILITIES 


Mr. Jensen. $5,049,000 of the total requested is for new facilities. 
Point them out on the map and briefly explain the need for each. 

Dr. Peart. Mr. Schultz will handle this. 

Mr. Scuvutrz. The major new start, insofar as transmission lines 
are concerned, consists of just one major grid transmission line, which 
is 25 miles in length, from Oregon City to a point near Salem called 
Chemawa. That line is to reinforce the two existing circuits which, 
at times, become overloaded, and which would now, with the large and 
heavy circuits to the north and to the south of that particular area 
become critically serious as far as reliability of service is concerned 
if we should lose the circuits to the north and south of the main grid, 
and we would have to reinforce it. 

That is the only new transmission line that we have in our program, 
that is, I mean of a major grid character. They have now a smaller 
transmission line from Chehalis over to Mossyrock. This is a 115-volt 
line to reinforce existing facilities which are overloaded. 

In addition to those facilities, $5 million is diversified over the 
system mostly in rather small quantities. For example, at Spokane 
operations are definitely unsafe and complicated under the present 
arrangements for serving that heavy aluminum load there, and 
something must be done, we feel, to assure the reliability of service 
there and to prevent harm to the operators. We have already lost one 
operator at that station as a result, we believe, of the complicated 
nature of the circuit arrangements, and so forth. 

Mr. Jensen. He was electrocuted? 

Mr. Scuuurz. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Jensen. That is too bad. In a case of that nature what is the 
claim against the Government, if any? 

Mr. Scuutrz. I would have to defer to our personnel staff on that 
point, Mr, Chairman. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. That employee’s claim was handled by the Bureau 
of Employees’ Compensation. His family received benefits fixed 
under the legislation provided by Congress for employee accident 
compensation, and in addition there was payment for his accumulated 
leave made to the family, so there are financial resources made avail- 
able in such cases. 

In addition, every accident of that character is subject to investi- 
gation to determine what needs to be done to correct systemwise the 
cause of the accident, and Mr. Schultz mentioned here that safety 
considerations require the rearrangement of the substation to provide 
better working conditions. 

Mr. Scuuttz. We do not claim that those complicated facilities 
there in themselves were the cause of this particular accident, but 
we have reviewed the whole situation and we are convinced that 
something must be done to assure reliability of service and to protect 
the people that work there. 


FACILITIES AT SPOKANB 


Mr. Jensen. Referring to the facilities that are now at Spokane, 
when were they installed ? 
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Mr. Scuuttz. They were put in during the war and, of course, the 
equipment was held toa very minimum and we, of course, took a chance 
on the type of service which would be rendered. Then in addition to 
that we are, at various points on the system, installing capacitors of 
a total of 75,000 kilovolt-amperes of capacity. That is for the pur- 
pose of providing proper voltage as a result of the increased loading 
of the circuits. Those are just installations spread over the system 


generally. 
BELLINGHAM SUBSTATION 


ates Jensen. Will you explain the Bellingham substation, item 
111! 

Mr. Scuvuttz. The Bellingham substation is located, as you will 
note, in the northernmost part of our system [indicating]. That is 
being installed for two purposes, one of which is to supply power to 
the local PUD that is delivering energy to a refinery that goes in 
there, and at the same time to reinforce the system of the Puget Sound 
Power & Light Co. Is there anything more to that? 

Mr. Jones. That is not a new start. 
Mr. Scuorrz. Yes; that item was previously approved. 


DELIVERY OF PEND OREILLE PUD POWER 


Mr. Jensen. What are the contractual arrangements for the wheel- 
ing of Pend Oreille power from Box Canyon to Bellingham substa- 
tion, a distance of 400 transmission miles? 

Dr. Peart. Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. The power for the new General Petroleum Corp. re- 
finery at Bellingham is being supplied by Whatcom County PUD 
which, in turn, is purchasing this power from the Pend Oreille PUD. 

The Pend Oreille PUD will obtain this power from its new Box 
Canyon plant which is being built on the Pend Oreille River, which 
plant will have a capacity of 40,000 kilowatts, and they are selling 
8,000 kilowatts to Whatcom County PUD to serve this oil refinery at 
Bellingham. Power is transmitted by BPA to the Bellingham sub- 
station and delivered to the Whatcom County PUD which sells it 
to the General Petroleum Corp. The transmission arrangement is 
that BPA transmits the power from Box Canyon to Bellingham at a 
charge of 1 mill for each Eaten waa transmitted. 

Mr. Jensen. That is a terrifically long distance to transmit power. 
Who is standing that line loss? 

Mr. Jones. As a matter of fact, the line losses on this, because of the 

articular location of the load and the location of the generation, have 

n calculated about zero. The reason for this is because the Box 
Canyon plant is located almost at the end of our tranmission lines 
and its power flows in the opposite direction from normal flow. 

Mr. Jensen. We are doing some wheeling, are we not, over the 
Bonneville lines for the public-utility districts? 

Mr. Jones. That isright. That isa partnership arrangement. 


COST OF WHEELING 


Mr. JENsEN. What does Uncle Sam get for wheeling this power? 
Mr. Jones. One mill a kilowatt-hour. 
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Mr. Jensen. For the complete distance ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that the same rate that we pay the utilities to wheel 
power in that area? 

Mr. Jones. We pay the utilities generally on what is called the “use 
of facilities” basis, which is 1 percent per month on the investment 
actually used by the Federal Government, and they, in turn, pay us on 
the same basis when they use our facilities, so it is a reciprocal arrange- 
ment. We also have a blanket arrangement where we charge the 
utilities 1 mill a kilowatt-hour for the power delivered into our sys- 
tem at Blaine on the Canadian border, and it is then delivered to any 
utility anywhere on the system beyond that point. The utilities group 
purchases power from the British Columbia Co. and it enters our 
system at Blaine and we deliver it in Spokane to the Washington Water 
Power Co. and to the Mountain States Power Co. as far south as Coos 
Bay, and to Portland General Electric Co. and the Puget Sound Power 
& Light Co., and we just make a blanket charge for that delivery. 

Mr. Jensen. You make a blanket charge of what? 

Mr. Jones. Of 1 mill per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Jensen. One mill a kilowatt-hour? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir; that is the same rate we are charging here. 

Mr. Jensen. You said something about a charge of a certain percent. 

Mr. Jones. Our usual method when we use a substation or a line 
that does not belong to us is that we make an agreement with the 
owner that we will pay for the use of the facilities, the facilities ac- 
tually involved, at the rate of 1 percent a month. That covers opera- 
tion, maintenance, interest on investment and depreciation. 

s r. JENSEN. What does that amount to in dollars and cents or 
mills? 

Mr. Jones. It is done through an exchange account, and very little 
comes into our appropriations from that. 

Mr. Jensen. You cannot reduce it to mills? 

Mr. Jones. No, it would vary a great deal. In some places it would 
be a very small fraction of a mill per kilowatt-hour, and in other places 
it would be more. 

Mr. Buver. Do you know of any other place in the United States 
where they wheel power 400 miles for 1 mill per kilowatt-hour ? 

Mr. Jones. No, I do not think I do. 

Mr. Buper. What is the general rate over the United States for 
wheeling power a distance of 400 miles? 

Mr. Jones. I am not sure that I can answer that for you, Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Buper. I wish the clerk would ask the Bureau of Reclamation 
to see what they pay in different areas. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, it varies. I think about the average is 1 mill per 
100 miles. 

Mr. Bunce. The most the Bureau will allow is 1 mill per 100 miles, 
but when you get it up to 400 miles, that rate is catainly out of line. 

Mr. Jones. It would depend on our cost, on the proportional use of 
the facility, but when you have very large facilities the cost per kilo- 
watt-hour goes down substantially. 

Mr. Buper. There are other power installations in the country 
which are pretty large too. 
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Mr. Jones. I think you will find we are talking here about the use 
of the highest voltage and the largest capacity transmission system in 
the United States. 

Mr. Scuvurz. I believe actually we do not transmit that power 400 
miles, Actually that power is used up in this area [indicating]. 

Mr. Jensen. In what area? 

Mr. Scnvuurz. In the area in which it is generated. That is what 
the marketing conditions are. We are delivering power from Grand 
Coulee to Spokane, and then pushing it nendiewian up to the area of 
this Box Canyon Dam. So, when Box Canyon Dam supplies the 
load in this area [indicating] for Bonneville, and Bonneville supplies 
the load over at Bellingham, this net transmission is more on the order 
of 100 miles by reason of the fact that they are supplying our needs 
and we are supplying theirs. 

Dr. Prart. There is no other way that you could have a zero power 
loss. It is a matter of taking the power in at a number of points, 
and taking it out at other points. The power comes from the closest 
station. There is no other way you could bring about a zero power 
loss. If it were a distance of 400 miles the loss would be prohibitive. 

Mr. Buner. Doctor, that is an interesting statement. When we 
had the Hells Canyon hearings the Bonneville Power Administration 
proposed there to push power from Hells Canyon down into south- 
eastern Idaho which is a distance of some 500 highway miles, and 
they said that was an economical arrangement. 

Dr. Prart. I am not passing upon the statement of power loss you 
understand. 

Mr. Buper. Yes, I understand that. 

Dr. Peart. In other words this is not actually taking power a dis- 
tance of 400 miles. You would have appreciable power loss in taking 
it that distance. 

Mr. Buper. Which would be prohibitive? 

Dr. Peart. Well, that is an economic question as to how far you 
can transmit power economically. 

Mr. Jensen. In the Missouri Valley the Bureau of Reclamation 
took the position at first that you could not transmit power economi- 
cally over 150 miles. Finally they changed that attitude and said 
“We can push it out 250 miles.” So, they have expanded the area to 
which they now propose to furnish power from dams in the Missouri 
Valley Basin. 

I think most engineers would tell you that to push power over a 
distance of 200 miles was not economically feasible. 

Dr. Peart. That was one reason I made my statement because it 
is not a case here of the ein oing 400 miles. It is a matter of 
that power going into the line at different points. 

Mr. Jensen. If the present loads in the Bellingham area are now 
being served, does the load growth justify a 150,000 kilovolt-ampere 
substation in 1956 ? 

Mr. Scuvutrz. That is correct, sir. 

In order to meet the growth in the Bellingham area over the next 
several years, we must temporarily install a 50,000-kilovolt-ampere 
transformer bank which is on hand to take care of the needs of the 
public-utility district serving this new industry, plus the requirements 
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of the Puget Sound Power & Light Co. Later we will install a 
150,000-kilovolt-ampere bank that is on order. 

Mr. Jensen. Would that 150,000-kilovolt-ampere substation be suffi- 
cient for several years? 

Mr. Scuuurz. The 50,000-kilovolt-ampere bank will be overloaded 
by the time the larger transformer bank now on order is delivered. 

Je are up against a serious matter in getting that transformer bank 
in on time. 

oo 4 ENSEN. What is the forced-cooled rating on these transformer 

n 

Mr. Scuvuurz. The forced-cooled rating is 250,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Jensen. Can private utilities in the area serve the General 
Petroleum Corp. nat without the necessity of duplicating facilities? 

Mr. Scuutrz. I would say that those are not duplicating facilities. 
They are augmenting facilities. They could not serve it without 
added facilities. It is already agreed that that is the only real way 
of serving that load. 

Mr. Jones. I think what Mr. Jensen has in mind is why the Whatcom 
County PUD plans to serve this load. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. The Puget Sound Power & Light Co., when the Gen- 
eral Petroleum Co. proposed to build their refinery at Ferndale, told 
them that they did not have the power to serve them, und the Whatcom 
County PUD decided that the refinery was of such importance to that 
community that they should provide a power source. They came to 
the Bonneville Power Administration, and we told them that we were 
not in a position to give them the power for that; so they contracted 
to purchase power from the Pend Oreille PUD. 

Mr. JensEN. What facilities are to be constructed to provide for 
transporting power for the Pend Oreille PUD, and is the Govern- 
ment justified in providing these facilities, or should the user pay 
for such facilities? What is your answer to that? 

Mr. Jones. The Government is building a short tap line from the 
Pend Oreille public-utility district’s Box Canyon plant to the Gov- 
ernment’s Metaline Falls line. Otherwise no additional facilities are 
being required. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Scuvurz. There is one more point, as far as new starts are 
concerned, Mr. Chairman. 


Mr. Jensen. Yes; go ahead. 


BIG EDDY SWITCHYARD ADDITIONS 


Mr. Scuvutrz. We are making a major addition to our Big Eddy 
switching station of facilities such as circuit breakers, disconnect 
switches, bus material, and so forth, that will bring deliveries of power 
there and allow for the proper power distribution into our system. 
That is the other start, and that is the sum total of .the major new 
starts we have within that $5 million to which I have referred. 

Mr. Jensen. Referring to page 13, items 108 and 109, Chief Joseph- 
Snohomish, and Snohomish-Kitsap, power flow diagrams indicate that 
the two existing Grand Coulee-Snohomish transmission lines should be 
capable of transmitting over 400,000 kilowatts of Chief Joseph power, 
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with the major part to Snohomish and the balance by way of Grand 
Coulee. Under such circumstances, is the present schedule for the 
Chief Joseph-Snohomish additional lines as urgent as is presently in- 
dicated in the justification ? my, 

Mr. Scuvtrz. Yes, sir, we think definitely so. We think it would 
be a tremendous risk not to put them in because we could not get power 
away from these areas if we did not build these lines. 


EXISTING LINES AT CHIEF JOSEPH DAM 


Mr. Jensen. The Corps of Engineers report that the first three Chief 
Joseph units of 64,000 kilowatts each are scheduled for service in 
September 1955, the fourth unit in December 1955, and then a gap to 
the fifth unit in March 1957. This represents a year’s delay on the fifth 
unit as compared with the prior schedule. 

Since the Army engineers have changed the scheduled date for the 
units in the Chief Joseph Dam to be put into operation, would not this 
naturally effect some Har in your construction schedule for trans- 
mission lines ? 

Mr. Scuuntrz. The major change that would be effected, as we see 
it, would be the length of time in which we convert those circuits over 
to 345,000-volt operation. We will just operate at regular voltage and 
delay the time when we put in the higher voltage equipment, but we 
do need an additional circuit just as soon as the first units at Chief 
Joseph Dam come on the line because of the fact that the existing 
facilities now are loaded to capacity. 


SERVING KITSAP PENINSULA 


Mr. Jensen. If the Bonneville Power Administration, Tacoma, 
Seattle, and Puget Sound Power & Light facilities were operated as an 
integrated system without regard to ownership of plants and trans- 
mission lines, would it not be possible to serve the Kitsap Peninsula 
for several years to come with little additional work at this time? 

Mr. Scuutrz. If I may, I would like to state that this whole situa- 
tion has received independent study by a group of engineers, and they 
have made that recommendation to the Department. 

Mr. Jensen. Under such an arrangement would not the cheapest 
and next best increment for additional service to Kitsap Peninsula be 
to construct a line from Snohomish through Tacoma territory to the 
Kitsap area? 

Mr. Scuutrz. As I was saying, Mr. Chairman, that has been studied 
by an independent group of engineers. It requires a coordinated plan, 
an integrated plan, that would encompass the city of Seattle and 
Tacoma. 

Now, last year, as a matter of practice, we approached the city of 
Tacoma with the idea of using their facilities to coordinate service each 
way, but for understandable reasons, the city of Tacoma itself would 
not enmesh their system with such a large network as Bonneville’s; 
that was told us, so we tried to do our best with the least dollars avail- 
able to serve that area and still meet with the concurrence of the cities 
of Seattle and Tacoma. 
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Now, it so happens that in the light of this new engineering report, 
we have proposed to the Department that we again approach the cities 
of Seattle and Tacoma to do the very thing previously suggested. In 
the meantime, we suggest that we just hold the funds in abeyance. 
It is our hope we can work out a coordinated plan that would either 
obviate or postpone the facilities that we have recommended. We see — 
no other way to do it under the circumstances. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. That being the case, what is the amount of 
dollars that would be affected in your request for 1955 funds? 

Mr. Scuurrz. At the moment, we are asking that the funds that 
have been allowed in the 1954 program remain as they are, under the 
instructions that were in the congressional language of last year, and 
we would try to work within those funds, and save as much as we can; 
our idea would be to give service to the area, at the least possible cost. 
That is our objective. 

Mr. Jensen. Are you saying that there is no request for funds in 
the 1955 fiscal year? 

Mr. Scuotrz. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. For this line? 

Mr. Scnvutrz. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. What would be the approximate cost of a 230-kilovolt 
or 345-kilovolt double circuit line from Gold Bar to Covington, and an 
additional 230-kilovolt line from Covington to South Tacoma with 
necessary substation additions? 

Mr. Scuvrrz. I could not give you direct figures. It would run 
awfully high. That is very difficult country to go through and it 
would be high in cost. I am sure it would be much higher in cost than 


the cable installation we propose. But we will certainly be glad to take 
a look at that. The reason we say that, when we were before you the 
year before last year, it was proposed, and that is precisely what we 
recommended doing, but we found the costs were so high that we 
looked for some other method. 
Mr. Jensen. How do you justify the Prepon to bring consider- 
e 


able more power into the north side of the Seattle system which re- 
quires transmitting it through the Seattle system from the Bothel 
north side substation to the south side substation where power use 
is estimated to be over 400,000 kilowatts by 1958 ? 

Mr. Scuurrz. There is our problem again. We have gone over this 
matter last year with the engineers of the city of Seattle, and it was 
agreed between ourselves and the city that that cable from Snohomish 
substation over to Kitsap would provide sufficient relief for the next 
several years to come. 

Mr. Jensen. Would it not be more logical to deliver such power 
into the south substation by a more direct way from Gold Bar to 


Mr. Scuvurz. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. It would not? 

Mr. Scuvurz. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Why? 

Mr. Scuvtrz. Because the distance would be longer; the distance 
would be longer and the transmission costs would be higher. 

Mr. Jensen. You are sure of that? 

Mr. Scuunrz. Yes. sir. 
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THE DALLES SERVICE AREA 


Mr. Jensen. On page 15. item 116, “Dalles service.” With the de- 
lay of 1 year in Dalles in service date, is it not possible to delay this 
construction another year? 

Mr. Scuvtrz. I believe it would, if we did not take into account the 
Harvey aluminum plant load: now if The Dalles is delayed and there 
is no approval for Harvey, then we feel that we might hold back a 
year in that service. 

Mr. Jensen. Are you going to recommend that to the committee ? 

Mr. Scuvtrz. I will have to defer that to Mr. Richardson. 

Mr. Ricnarpson. Mr. Chairman, there is pending in the Budget 
Bureau a supplemental estimate for service to the Harvey Aluminum 
Co., which was shown in the President’s budget document as a sup- 
plemental proposal for later transmission, but just when it will reach 
the committee, I am not sure. 

Mr. Prarv. Mr. Larson, do you want to comment further on that? 

Mr. Larson. I understand it will be in the first supplemental re- 
quest, possibly for the first of next month. 

Mr. Buper. How much is the Harvey Co. going to pay for the power 
they are to receive / 

Mr. Jones. The contract with the Harvey Machine Co. for service 
at The Dalles, calls for payment for power at our standard C+ rate. 

Mr. Buper. How much is that per kilowatt-hour ? 

Mr. Jones. That is $17.50 per year; if they achieve nearly 100 per- 
cent load factor operation they will purchase power at approximately 
2 mills per kilowatt. 

Mr. Buper. Thank you. 

Mr, Jensen. What, if any, existing loads or increase in present cus- 
tomer loads could not be served through existing facilities of the 
utilities serving the Dalles area, if these facilities are delayed for 
1 or 2 years? 

Mr. Scuutrz. As I said before that if we didn’t have to worry 
about the Harvey load, this delay in the installation of the generators 
at The Dalles would make it possible to delay the facilities we are 
proposing at The Dalles. 

Mr. Jensen. How much is there in your request, approximately, 
for that item? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. $2,578,000. 

Mr. Jensen. We do not like to appropriate on supposition or guess- 
work. When can we get a definite statement from you or Mr. Pearl 
on that? 

. Mr. Peart. Mr. Chairman, it hinges on this Harvey supplemental 
udget. 

Mir. JENSEN. It all hinges on that budget ? 

Mr. Prart. If we did not have to serve Harvey, if we do not, this 
can be deferred a year. 

Mr. Jensen. When do you think we will know about that? 

Mr. Peart. I was hoping that Mr. Larson could tell us that. 

Mr. Jensen. All right; he is on the telephone right now and I 
imagine he is trying to find out, so we will defer that question for 
the moment. 
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Was Midway-Big Eddy line constructed before the Dalles project 
was scheduled for construction ? 

Mr. Scuvuurz. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. How much relocation is necessary, and what is the 
estimated cost? Why should Bonneville stand the expense of line 
relocation necessary because of a change in the pool elevation for The 
Dalles project? 

Mr. Scuutrz. Answering your first question first-—— 

Mr. JENsEN. Yes. 

Mr. Scuvuurz. The total cost would be $546,000 of which $251,000 
would be required in the forthcoming 1955 fiscal year. 

Now, that portion of the circuit now affected by this location, was 
built on a temporary basis. We were not sure, we were not sure about 
what the elevation of the reservoir would be at the time we built the 
line, because the line was placed in service before the Dalles Dam 
was even scheduled for construction. That line was needed to serve 
the southwest Oregon area. And not knowing where the dam would 
be located specifically, and what the particular level of water would be, 
why we had to do what we could then with the understanding there 
would be a possible relocation of that line and after the dam was 
located, it might create a need for that change. 

Mr. Boner. Have you been using the line there? 

Mr. Scuvutrz. Yes; we have been using the transmission line; we 
have also been using the substation. 

Mr. Bupcr. Since when? 

Mr. Scuvuttz. Oh, for the past several years. I think the substation 
was energized last year, and the transmission line was energized the 
year before that. That was needed not so much for the Dalles Dam; 
it was not needed for the dam at all; it was needed to supply power 
down through the southwest area of Oregon. 

Mr. . How many years was the substation not used as a sub- 
station 

Mr. Scrutrz. It has been used—it has been in use and it will continue 
to be used. 

Mr. Jensen. How much is scheduled for this relocation ? 

Mr. Scuutrz. How much is scheduled ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; in the budget. 

Mr. Scuutrz. Well, we are asking for $251,000—is that the figure, 
Mr. Richardson ? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Yes. 

Mr. Scuvuvtrz. I want to make sure of my figures. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, the Bureau of Reclamation, in fact, all of this 
reclamation is out of Bureau funds. Why should not the Army 
— in this instance pay for the relocation out of Army engineer 

unds 

Mr. Scuvuttrz. I would not be able to answer that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. I would like to have an answer. Is there anyone here 
who can answer? 

Mr. Rrcrarvson. We would like to have an opportunity to supply 
that for the record. ; 

Mr. Jensen. Very well, if you cannot answer it now. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I cannot answer it; I do not have the information. 
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Mr. Jensen. Have you ever taken that matter wp with the Corps of 
Engineers ¢ 

Mr. Scuvrrz. No; we have assumed that power would pay for the 
construction In any event. 

Mr. Jensen. I know. But this does not appear to be in the cate- 
gory of Interior Department business. It appears to me to be the 
responsibility of the Army engineers. We don’t want to set a prece- 
dent here. 

Mr. Scuvuttz. I think we would have to get the answer to that ques- 
tion for you. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. 

(The information requested follows:) 

Since The Dalles project is part of the Federal system on the Columbia River 
for which Bonneville Power Administration has the responsibility for construc- 
tion of transmission facilities and the repayment, from power revenues, of the 
investment allocated to power; and since BPA would perform the major part, 
of the line-relocation work, it appeared proper for BPA to have the line-relocation 
work considered with its transmission appropriation request. This would elimi- 
nate unnecessary bookkeeping and extensive transactions in transfer of funds. 


M’NARY SUBSTATION, M’NARY-ROSS 


Mr. Jensen. Page 17, item 118, McNary substation, McNary-Ross. 
Has there been any development or objectional features in high- 
voltage use that might preclude the use of 345,000-volt transmission / 

Mr. Scuuttz. We do not think so. As a matter of fact, high- 
voltage transmission is the only answer to the power problem, not 
only in the Northwest, but over the country generally. 


M’NARY-WALLA WALLA PROGRAM 


Mr. Jensen. In view of the program changes involved in the Mc- 
Nary-Walla Walla program, cannot the funds for this item be deferred 
until 1956 ¢ 

Mr. Scuutrz. I would say this much, at least: We would not be 
hurt if Congress suggests the funds be withheld pending a deter- 
mination of a settlement of the many variables which entered into 
the picture in that area. 

That is one of our most difficult problems—the Walla Walla area. 
It has been just for that very reason we have tried not to put facilities 
in the fact of constant changing conditions. I would like, if you 
please, to note a few which appear on this list. 

Mr. Jensen. How much is there in the budget for this? 

Mr. Scuuttz. I think it is $933,000. 

Mr. JenseN. How does it fit in? 

Mr. Scnuttz. That is for the NeNary-Walla Walla service. 

Mr. Jensen. For the NceNary-Walla Walla? 

Mr. Scuuttz. Yes. May I tell you, Mr. Chairman, some of the 
notable things that were not foreseen in the 1954 fiscal program ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Scnvttz. Here are just a few of the happenings, and from them 
I think you will see some of the problems. 

First, the 1954 fiscal year program was geared to schedule V of the 
Northwest Federal power program which has since been revised. The 
lower Snake River projects have been delayed. 
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No. 2, a new plan of service has been developed for Pacific Power & 
Light Co., at NeNary Dam as provided in item 117 above. 

No. 3, new industrial loads, totaling 35,000 kilowatts have been 
dropped from the Pasco, Wash., area load estimates. 

No. 4, the Atomic Energy Commission has turned over to Bonne- 
ville one of its transmission lines used for system purposes. 

No. 5, the Atomic Energy Commission has eal to purchase from 
Bonneville Power Administration a section of one of the Midway- 
Benton circuits. 

No. 6, the General Electric Co. has announced, and the Atomic 
Energy Commission has indicated the possibility of an atomic energy 
electric powerplant at Hanford. 

No. 7, the private utility companies have asked Bonneville Power 
Administration to study the power-supply problem, particularly in 
the Walla Walla area, in connection with the prospective develop- 
ment of hydroelectric projects on the Clearwater liver, 

Now, the important thing, so far as we are concerned, is we don’t 
want to put in facilities that later on will become useless. 

Mr. Jensen. I see. 

Mr. Scuutrz. We want to be sure that the facilities are going to 
cost the least amount of money and that they will be stad sh gm the 
life of these facilities. That is the major problem in that area. We 
have tried to work with your own staff engineers on this problem and 
I think that they have some understanding of what we are up against. 


SOUTHEAST PORTLAND AREA SERVICE 


Mr. Jensen. Turning to page 18, Portland: What were the actual 
or estimated peak loads under normal operation of each existing or 
scheduled transformer bank of 50,000 kilovolt-amperes or over, on 
the Bonneville Power Administration system for the first 5 years of 
operation ? 

Mr. Scuvuurz. Would you mind if we supply that information on 
the Portland area service for the record in detail? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 


(The information requested follows :) 


Transformer loadings 
Self- Forced- Actual (non- From budget flow 
Transformer Voltage cooled | cooled coincidental) (coincidental) ! 
rating | rating 
January | January | January | January | January 
1953 1954 1955 1956 197 
Ke. M. a.| M.v. a.| M.v.a.| M.v. a.| M. v. a.| M. 0. @.| M.v. a. 

Longview No. 75 100 104 113 lll lil lll 
Longview No. 3..-.| 230-69-13.8.____. 50 66 32 47 36 44 45 
Ross No. 1... 75 100 53 69 7 55 59 
Ross No, 2?._....-- 230-115-13.8____. 75 100 61 72 61 58 63 
Ross No, 3___...-.- 230-69-13. 8. ..... 75 100 63 74 86 97 69 
St. Johns No. 14_.._| 230-115-13. 8... 150 250 218 204 235 240 168 
St. Johns No. 5.....| 115-57-12_______. 75 125 96 110 90 105 90 
Troutdale No. 1_..-.| 230-13.8_.._..-_- 75 100 80 86 73 7 73 
Troutdale No. 22___| 230-69-13.8_____. 75 100 80 92 75 79 7 
Troutdale No. 3__-_} 230-57-13.8______ 150 250 166 218 1s6 191 180 
187.5 250 4190 226 220 223 223 
Chemawa 115-57-13.8_....- 75 44 56 72 87 
Oregon City ?_.._.- | 115-57-13.8_..... 75 75 63 69 65 100 115 


! Obtained from 1954 fiscal year budget load flows with correction for reactive flow. 

2 The tertiary windings on these banks were overloaded in 1953 and 1954. 

3 Loads shown at St. Johns, Bethany, Oregon City, and Chemawa on the budget flows do not represent 
the total transformed power at these points due to other line taps not shown. 

* Power to aluminum companies was curtailed in January 1953. 

The flows for the individual substations shown on the power flow diagrams are coincidental peaks which 
are used for the main system line design and cannot be used for actual requirements to determine transformer 
capacity. It should be noted that many of the above transformers are loaded above their self-cooled rating 
and in several instances some are very near the forced-cooled rating. Due tothe nature of the interconnected 
transmission grid, it is never possible to use 100 percent of the capacity of a facility all the time. This is due 
to the development of the load pattern, generation variation, load shift and re quired system and pool opera- 
tion. Past experience has proved that from 5 to 10 percent variation can always be eapected in power flow 
through a given transformer interconnecting two utilities, and in some cases this may go as high as 25 percent. 
These loadings are based on normal system operation and do not show maximum loadings which would 
occur on some of these facilities during emergency conditions. 


Mr. Jensen. What is the normal and the forced cooled rating of 
each of said transformer banks? 

Mr. Scuuurz. Our standard requires us to purchase 250 kilovolt- 
ampere forced cooled rating. We find that the cost for doing so per 
kilowatt is very low, on the basis of capacity. 

Mr. Jensen. Is the value or cost of any such transformers included 
in the funds requested for 1955 ? 

Mr. Scuvttz. I do not think we have any funds for new large trans- 
former banks included in the 1955 program. 

Mr. Jensen. You do not? 

Mr. Scuutrz. I do not think so. 

Mr. Jensen. You do not. If not, to what extent is it possible to 
use such transformers and reduce the requested fiscal year 1955 funds 
accordingly 

Mr. Scuutrz. Well, I think the requests for transformers in this 
forthcoming program are very low. We do not have any trans- 
formers, I ‘io not believe. 

Mr. JenseEN. Very well. To what extent can other system equip- 
ment and supply, now in inventory, or on order, be utilized to reduce 
the fiscal year 1954 funds? 

I think without a doubt, in every area in the United States, under 
the Interior Department jurisdiction, there is a great supply of equip- 
ment that has been purchased over many past years whieh is laying 
completely dormant. Much of it is obsolete, and we are attempting 
to get such equipment transferred to other agencies of the Government 
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which do need them, and can use them, or to dispose of them at a price, 
the best price we can get. What is the situation of Bonneville? 

Mr. Scuutrz. In the Bonneville power system, we, during the past 

ears, naturally had to have more transformers on hand than would 
considered a normal supply in relation to the service being rendered. 
The reason for that is that we were experiencing a very rapid growth, 
new transformers were coming in all the time and we knew that we 
had to have some reserve against a delay or failure of transformer 
manufacture, or the other multitude of problems involved. 

This year, and so far as we can see for years to come, the growth is 
not going to be so rapid, so the need for reserve transformers will not 
be so great. It is our plan to keep to a very minimum the transformers 
in stock. As you will notice, we have an item for mobile transformers 
in the 1955 program in item 860. The idea there is, we will be using 
the transformers in stock now held for emergency. We will use them 
as active transformers, and then locate a few of these mobile trans- 
formers to serve as spares in each major load area, and thereby we 
can reduce the inventory in—and make full use of that equipment, I 
wish to say this, that none of the transformers are obsolete. They are 
mighty valuable pieces of equipment. 

Mr. Jensen. You have these mobile transformers mounted on rail- 
road cars? 

Mr. Scuutrz. That is right. Those are the big ones. Now, we are 
going to have some on wheels, the smaller ones on trailers. Those 
on railroad cars are the great big ones. 

These mobile spare transformers will be located at major sub- 
stations in each load area so that service can be restored immediately 
at these points. A little more time, of course, is necessary to restore 
service to the outlying points. This program will make unnecessary 
By) tacit: of maintaining stationary spares at many substations. 

Mr. Jensen. I must say this is the first time I have known anythin 
about mobile transformers. I am quite sure this is the first time it 
has ever been mentioned to this committee. 

Mr. Scuutrrz. We have none in this year’s program. Those are 
the funds you spoke about. 

ne JeNsEN. Yes. Do you have the authority to buy such equip- 
ment? 

Mr. Scuutrz. Yes. That was approved by the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Congress in previous years. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Mr. Chairman, one specific answer with respect 
to the use of material on hand. This estimate for 1955 contemplates 
$354,000 for this program being financed from the use of stock. 

Mr. Jensen. How much? 

Mr. Rrcrarpson. $354,000. 

Mr. Jensen. $354,000? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes, and in the 1954 program, appropriated for, 
as agreed to by the conference committee last year, the amount was 
reduced, taking into consideration that we would assign $1.5 million 
of material against 1954 fiscal year’s program. So the appropriation 
this year reflects allocation and use of $15 million worth of material 
that we had on hand or on order as of June 30, 1953. 
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SAN TIAM-CHEWEMA 


Page 22, item 123, Santiam-Chewema. 

Why is Santiam-Chewema section needed by December 1955 to 
avoid overload of 115-kilovolt lines when the Oregon City-Chewema- 
Salem lines are scheduled to carry in January 1950 less than half the 
peak loading shown for January, 1954? Can anyone answer that 
question ¢ 

Mr. Scuuttz. This statement here shows—you say December 1955? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, December 1955. 

Mr. Scuutrz. Yes. The load flow diagrams show, the two circuits 
from Oregon City south, will be carrying each, roughly, 40,000 kilo- 
watts, a fairly heavy load, and that this new transformer bank will 
carry about 87,000 kilowatts. We believe that the transformer bank 
should go in because of that load. Also, this facility is required to 
prevent overload on the St. Johns substation. 


M’NARY-WALLA WALLA 


Mr. JENsEN. On page 26, item 136, McNary-Walla Walla line. 
What would be the merits of substituting a 230-kilovolt line, as is 
shown on map No. 68582, from McNary to Franklin and moving the 
230/115-kilovolt transformer from McNary to Franklin, and delaying 
the proposed 230 kilovolt McNary-Walla Walla line. Is that the one 
you said you were going to restudy ? 

Mr. Scuutrz. That is the one we are restudying now. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. 

Mr. Scuuurz. We are going to follow the route that will give us 
eventually the least amount of costs in dollars, and will assure that 
the facilities can be used from now on out. We are holding this up 
for that purpose. 

Mr. Jensen. Page 33, item 215, last year the committee raised a 

uestion as to whether the time had arrived when the Bonneville 
ower Administration should let the customers provide more of their 
own system facilities. 

This item again raises that question. Would it not be proper to set 
the base Bonneville Power ‘ ‘ministration transmission network to 
230 kilovolts with transformation down to 115 kilovolts? 

Mr. Jones. May I answer that question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. The Bonneville Power Administration has been follow- 
ing the policy of delivering power to. each of its customers at the volt- 
age the customer requires for economical subtransmissions and our 
rates have been set on that basis. Our rates have been set for the re- 
turn to the Government, not only the cost of the main transmission 
grid, but also of the so-called customer-service items that include 
transformation as well as the 115-kilovolt lines, which are called feed- 
er lines, taking power from the main grid to load centers of the dis- 
tributor utilities. 

Now, it is obviously possivle to shift in either direction. We can 
go to a lower voltage or we can go to a higher voltage, but to do so 
at this time would require a major policy decision which, so far, has 
not been made. It would of all—discriminating against 
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new customers, because existing customers obtain power from multiple 
points of delivery and new customers would now have to take power 
at 230 kilovolts. 

In this particular item, we plan to sell the existing 69-kilovolt line 
to the customer, and they are planning to pay us our costs. 

Mr. Jensen. If rates were revised to provide customer incentive 
to construct or take over and operate all facilities of 115 and below, 
it should cut down considerably on facilities the BPA would have to 
construct and operate. Incentive might even be made to encourage 
230-kilovolt construction by large customers. 

Did you say that you are making arrangements now for the PUD 
to take over and build the 69-kilovolt line? 

Mr. Jones. In this particular case, I refer to this on the map, is 
one of the very first places where BPA built a line in this area to pro- 
vide for service to the PUD, the forecast of the load at that time was 
so low that the Administration could just barely show feasibility on 
that 69-kilovolt facility. 

Now, the 69-kilovolt facility will be overloaded by the time the new 
115-kilovolt facility can get into operation, and the 69-kilovolt line 
which was originally built there can be used by the public utility dis- 
trict as a feeder line, which they would tap for new substations, served 
along these lines, this turns out to be the most economical method of 
getting service to those customers, and in accordance with the rules we 

ave been following, we propose to build a 115-kilovolt facility and 
the PUD will then take over the 69-kilovolt facilities there and pay 
us their cost. 

Mr. Buner. Your biggest customers are the aluminum plants. Do 
you honestly feel that the Government should go in there and expand 
facilities to sell power to Kaiser, Reynolds, and the Harvey Machine 
Co. at 2 mills per kilowatt ? 

Mr. Jones. Well, Mr. Budge, I am sure we make more money by 
selling power to aluminum companies than we do to any other 
customers. 

Mr. Buper. But will you answer my question, if you will? 

Mr. Jones. I am sorry, I thought that I was being responsive. 

Mr. Buper. Do you really feel that the Government should go in 
at this additional expense, in addition to delivering the power right to 
the sites of Kaiser, Reynolds, and Harvey Machinery Co., at their 
plants, at 2 mills? 

Mr. Jones. The rate of 2 mills, according to our analysis, returns 
all the costs to the Government, including the cost of transforming 
power from 230 down to 13.8 kilovolts. 


RENTAL OF OFFICE SPACE 


Mr. Buper. What about the rent you pay for offices out there? Do 
you figure them in the cost? 

Mr. Jones. May I refer that, please, to Mr. Ostrander ? 

Mr. Buper. Yes. 

Mr. Osrranper. Yes, we include our costs of rental office space, 
even to rentals which are paid from appropriations made to the 
General Services Administration and to us. 

Mr. Buper. How much rent are you paying now for office space 
in Portland, and at the several other places? 
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Mr. Ostranpver. I have the figures for Portland rentals, not all 
the others. 

We presently occupy space in several buildings in Portland—there 
are 6 buildings in Portland, involving an annual rental of $346,452. 

Mr. Bupver. How much rental do you pay at other places? 

Mr. Osrranver, I will have to supply that for the record, Mr 
Budge. I do not have it with me. 

( The information requested follows:) 

For the calendar year 1953 the Bonneville Power Administration paid, on an 
annual rental rate, $4,132.80 for rental of temporary construction field offices 
in the States of Oregon and Washington, and the General Services Adminis- 
tration paid an annual rental rate of $50,007.11 for office space occupied by BPA 
outside of Portland. Additional amounts were expended for rental of ware- 
houses, ete. 

The 1955 construction appropriation request includes an estimate of $78,950 
for object 05, rents and utility services. $35,900 of this total is estimated for 
construction field offices and warehouses, and the balance for storage yards, and 
utility services such as electric service, water, ete. 

The operation and maintenance request includes an estimate of $86,200 for 
object 05, rents and utility services. The major portion of the amount covers 
electric and other utility services required at substations and microwave sta- 
tions, and rental of IBM equipment. 

Mr. Bungee. So you have substantially over $300,000 rental in Port- 
land alone, and that is not all of the space that you rent by quite a 
little. How do you justify that the budget only includes rental of 
$186,000 ? 

Mr. Ostranver. Those Portland office building rentals are not paid 
from our budget. 

Mr. Buper. You just said that even though they are not paid from 
your budget, they are included ? 

Mr. Ostrranper. They are included in our costs and we pay the 
money to the Federal Treasury, received through power receipts. 

Mr. Buper. Where do they show up in your Bonneville Columbia 
River power system publication ; that is, in this statement ? 

Mr. Osrranpver. They are in operating expenses, and I can give you 
the amount we have included in our costs for rentals. ; 

In the fiscal year 1953, we included in our cost accounting for 
rentals and other service supplied by the General Services Adminis- 
tration, $440,183. 

In addition, we included $28,855, as rental on warehouses over in 
Vancouver that were owned by the Maritime Commission. We do not 
pay anything from our appropriation for—on those, because they are 
handled by other services. Nevertheless, we include the cost that 
would be returned from power revenue. 


NEW HEADQUARTERS BUILDING AT PORTLAND 


Mr. Buper. What will be the difference in the rental in the Port- 
Jand office when you move into the new building? 

Mr. Osrranver. I cannot say exactly. That will depend upon how 
much space we occupy in that new building, and how much is occu- 
pied by i or other Federal agencies. 

Mr. Buper. Originally, of course, you intended to occupy all of it. 
How much would the rental have been for the entire building? 
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Mr. Osrranper. We estimate the rental of the new headquarters 
building in Portland, $611,750, and that includes the repairs on the 
building and the GSA maintenance costs, taxes, and insurance. 

Mr. Buver. What did the Bureau of the Budget tell you when you 
went before the Bureau of the Budget in an attempt to justify an 
appropriation to build that office building? 

Mr. Osrranver. I would have to refer that to the budget officer. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Mr. Budge, to my knowledge, since I have been 
at the Bonneville Power, since 1944, I believe, there was one proposal 
made to build a Portland office building, and that was right at the 
end of the war. At that time the Bureau of the Budget denied the 
request, as I recall, and the reason was that it would aggravate the 
material shortage, because of buildings coming up right after the end 
of the war. The Budget Bureau did not approve the estimate at that 
time. That is the last time that Bonneville proposed specifically the 
erection of an office building in the Portland area, according to my 
knowledge, and I am sure that is correct. 

Mr. Buver. The present building which is now being completed, I 
think, was drawn according to Bonneville specifications, was it not? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Yes. 

Mr. Bupew. Why did you put in an item there for an assembly 
hall to seat 400 people ? 

Mr. Ricnarpson. The plans at the time they were drawn, 1950, 
contemplated that an additional Bonneville staff, being larger than 
we now see it, because of contemplated new dams that would be under 
way, that are not now under construction, plus the fact that there 
would be several hundred other employees from other agencies, who 
would be in this building. 

Mr. Bupver. That never was contemplated. Asa matter of fact, you 
were going to move other Interior agencies into the space you now 
occupy. 

ier, Renteavoens What I meant to say—I am sorry I did not state 
that correctly, Mr. Congressman. But this area would be a center 
for all Interior Department employees, and this space would be used 
for staff meetings, supervisory meetings, meetings with customers, 
advisory groups, from time to time; that was contemplated at 
that time. 

Mr. Buvee. You also contemplated a cafeteria in that building that 
would seat 200 people, did you not? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes; that was in the plan. 

Mr. Buper. Why did you not come to Congress and request an 
appropriation rather than making a deal with the General Services 
Administration since you started on that route? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. The Bonneville plan, a matter arran with the 
General Services Administration, which we thought was their respon- 
sibility, as far as the rental and purchase Paracas only thing we 
proposed to Congress, and it wasn’t for 1952, was that certain facili- 
ties would have to be installed in this place in order to make a con- 
tract with the food service organization, to permit meals to be served 
for the employees. 

Mr. Buper. Of course, originally you went to the Bureau of the 
Budget, and in the justification you filed with the Bureau of the 
Budget, you wanted them to approve the submission of such a request 


| 


1199 


to the Congress and they refused, and, of course, when you made 
your deal directly with the General Services Administration, your 
rent goes up very substantially. 

Mr. Ricwarpson. The only thing I can say on that, Mr. Congress- 
man, is, again, at the time we proposed that building at Portland by 
Bonneville, that was prior to the time we had a General Services 
Administration; that was right at the end of the war. And we have 
not proposed the construction of an office building by Bonneville since 
that time. 


PAYMENTS TO GENERATING PROJECTS FOR POWER 


Mr. Buper. How much do you pay the Bureau of Reclamation and 
the Corps of Engineers per kilowatt for power ? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. I will ask Mr. Ostrander that. 

Mr. Buper. And from each facility. 

Mr. Osrranver. We pay into the reclamation fund on account of 
the Columbia Basin project, which means Grand Coulee Dam, $11,100,- 
000 a year. That includes—— 

Mr. Buper. What would that be per kilowatt? 

Mr. Osrranver. The production at Grand Coulee alone runs be- 
tween 13 and 14 billion kilowatt-hours per year, so that would average 
a little less than 1 mill per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Buper, Have you not averaged that enough times to know what 
you are paying per kilowatt ? 

Mr. Osrranver. I have never made the computation because the 
production does not govern the amount that is paid for those projects 
for several reasons. In the first place—— 

Mr. Buper. How much are you paying per kilowatt, in 1953, the 
calendar year 1953? 

Mr. Osrranver. Our figures are on a fiscal year basis, if I may give 
them to you that way. 

Mr. Buper. That would be fine. 

Mr. Osrranper. For fiscal year 1953, we paid the reclamation fund 
for the Columbia Basin project, $11,100,000. 

Mr. Buper. How much 

Mr. Osrranper. $11,100,000. In that year we received from the 
Grand Coulee powerplant 13,277,143,000 kilowatt-hours. I have not 
made the computation as to what it would be, but it could be figured 
readily by dividing the $11,100,000 by the number of kilowatt-hours. 
Something under 1 mill per kilowatt-hour, but as I say, the pro- 
duction does not govern the payment. 

Mr. Buper. In 1953, how much did you pay the Corps of Engineers 
for the Bonneville power; that is, the power produced at the onan 
ville Dam, and also for Hungry Horse to the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Osrranper. Fiscal year, 1953, we paid to the general fund of 
the Treasury from power receipts for power produced by the Bonne- 
ville Dam project, $3,500,000. In addition, of course, we paid to that 
project which in turn paid to the Columbia Basin project, $187,570 on 
account of benefits the Bonneville Dam gets from Grand Coulee 
storage. Now, that $187,570 is included in the $11,100,000 that I 
mentioned as going to the Columbia Basin project. 
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In the fiscal year 1953, we received from Bonneville Dam, 4,227,- 
463,000 kilowatt-hours. 

. Mr. Buper. Can you tell me offhand how much that is per kilowatt- 
our? 

: Mr. Osrranver. That was something less than 1 mill per kilowatt- 
our. 

Mr. Jensen. In 1953;1 might say, Mr. Budge, the Bonneville Power 
Administration paid 84/100 of 1 mill for the Grand Coulee power, 
according to my figures. 

Mr. Jones. That works out the same for both dams. 

Mr. Buper. How much is it for Hungry Horse? 

Mr. Osrranper. In fiscal year 1953, we did not transfer any money 
on account of Hungry Horse, but did set out the account payable to 
them for that year, $781,000. 

That money will be transferred, during this fiscal year, as soon as we 
have completed the negotiations with the Bureau of Reclamation, 
covering the payment of costs of the Hungry Horse project. 

Mr. Buper. How much is that going to cost per kilowatt-hour? 

Mr. Osrranver. I cannot say. I do not know what the production 
is going to be but 1 would like to point out that the principal value 
of Hungry Horse is downstream benefits. So relating the production 
at Hungry Horse to the amount of revenue paid to Hungry Horse 
would not be getting a meaningful result because of its storage value. 


INCLUSION OF ALLOCATIONS FOR DOWNSTREAM BENEFITS IN COMPUTING 
POWER COSTS 


Mr. Buper. Are there any downstream benefit charges against the 
other project / 

Mr. Osrranver. We charge some of the cost of Hungry Horse proj- 
ect to the downstream power plants; that will be paid from the system 
revenue. 

Mr. Buner. I understand. As a matter of fact, some of the costs 
are allocated to downstream plants that are not in existence at this 
time? 

Mr. Osrranver. In case of Hungry Horse, Mr. Budge? You are 
asking me about Hungry Horse? 

Mr. Buper. Yes. ungry Horse and any others that vou are 
thinking of, where you have made allocation to downstream plants 
that are not in existence now, 

Mr. Osrranper. For the Hungry Horse project, only a tentative 
allocation has been made, but that tentative allocation was allocated 

roportionately to Grand Coulee, Bonneville, Chief Joseph, and Mc- 
ny Dams, no others. 

r. Buper, Have you taken into consideration that allocation when 
you figure the costs per kilowatt for Grand Coulee and Bonneville, 
plus the others that are not yet in existence? 

‘ vr Ostranper. I am not. sure I understand you question, Mr. 
udge. 

Mr. Buper. What I am trying to get is, how much you buy power 
for, from each one of these plants. Now, you tell me you cannot give 
that figure on Hungry Horse, because of the benefits which are credited 
to the downstream plants. Now, I want to know whether you have 
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taken account of those benefits in determining the power rates for 
downstream plants, including the ones which are not yet in existence. 

Mr. Ostranver. I can only answer that by saying that we make 
arrangements with either the Corps of Engineers or the Bureau of 
Reclamation with respect to each cleat to return the cost of that plant 
allocated to power, or to return in addition any nonpower costs as- 
signed for return from power revenue; whatever amount it takes to 
pay, that is the amount we turn over for that plant, regardless of 
output, because this is an integrated system, in which production at 
a given plant is not necessarily significant, because we operate all of our 
reservoirs to maximize system capability and we may be releasing 
water at one time in one plant for generating power at another, and 
yet it is part of the whole system and is necessary to maintain the 
maximum system capability. 

Mr. Boner. If it is an integrated plant, then how can you charge 
off costs by making allocations to plants that are not yet in existence ? 

Mr. OsrraNnper. In these Columbia Basin projects, a portion of the 
costs of Grand Coulee Dam and Reservoir was charged to what is 
known as downstream river regulation, which is one of the purposes 
for which the project was authorized. Now, in that case, as they come 
into being downstream, we start realizing benefits from Grand Coulee 
storage, they will pick up the costs allocated to them. 

Br. Buper. That is just what I am getting at. You are taking the 
long way around to it. You have charged off costs for downstream 
wlocation to plants which may never be built; have you not? 

Mr. Osrranper. I would not say we have charged off. 

We are not writing off 

Mr. Buper. You have allocated them ? 

Mr. Ostranver. We have made allocations. 

Mr. Buper. You have allocated the repayments to plants which are 
not in existence and which may never be in existence; is that right ? 

Mr. Osrranpver. The agreement provides, Mr. Budge, for those 
plants that are not built, the costs will still be paid from power rev- 
enue, regardless of the time the downstream plants are built. 

Mr. Buver. Then you will have to go back upstream and return 
some money to the plants which are in existence; is that correct ? 

Mr. Osrranpver. They will have to be paid by the plants that are 
in existence, 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Ostrander, I have been in the Congress now for 3 
years, and I have gone over your accounting system including this 
very elaborate and expensive Columbia Basin report, and I have had 
some of the best power engineers, engineering people, some of the 
best accounting people, both in Government and out of Government, 
attempt to figure out your financial schedules and I have yet to find 
anyone who can even get close to them. And this is just one of the 
things that make it difficult to get an accurate appraisal of the overall 
operation so we can see how we are doing. I hate to be taking so much 
time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Go right along. 

Mr. Buper. But what you A is to build a dam upstream, and then 
you allocate so much of the repayment of that dam because of bene- 
fits there may be to some other dam which is proposed maybe 20 years 
in the future downstream. The supposition is that the downstream 
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project is supposed to pay a part of the cost for the upstream plant. 
but if the project is not built, then you have got 20 years of loss o 
revenue from the downstream plant, which must then be charged to 
the upstream plant; is that not right? 

Mr. Osrranper. The only place where there has been any upstream 
allocation to projects that are not built, is in the case of the Columbia 
Basin project. In the case of the Hungry Horse, the one you refer to, 
the allocation to downstream was just before, while it was well along 
the way under construction. 

Mr. Bupoer. Well, I have gone over each of the projects you have 
out there, and I went over your proposals and I have run into this 
downstream allocation on most of them. During the calendar year 
1953, Bonneville Power paid to the Bureau of Reclamation 0.837 mill 
for the power from Grand Coulee, and you said that it was about the 
same for Bonneville. 

And T am trying to find out what the price is going to be for Hungry 
Horse and the new plants that are going to come in, whether you are 
going to pay them more money for the power, or less money, and T 
cannot find that out from these reports. 

Mr. Ostrranver. Well, we know that the new plants are going to 
cost more than the plants like Bonneville and Grand Coulee, because 
those plants were built during the depression days when costs were 
much lower than they are now. 

Mr. Buper. And from the feasibility standpoint, the cost to bene- 
fit was much more attractive for those projects than the ones you are 
eneaging in now? 

Mr. Osrranver. Bonneville and Grand Coulee would have a much 
better benefit-cost ratio, yes. 


RATE ADJUSTMENT 


Mr. Rupee. Yes. Dr. Raver told us before this committee last year 
that you were going to have to raise the rates for the calendar year 
1955. What is the story on that this year? 

Mr. Ostranver. Let me say this first: The Bonneville Project Act 
provides that we shall review our rates not less frequently than every 
5 vears. 

Mr. Boner. I know that. 

Mr. Ostranver. We could review them, of course, annually, but not 
less frequently than every 5 years. 

Our contract with our customers fixes the review at once every 5 
vears. The next date on which we can change the rates is December 
20, 1954. And we presently have under study the problem as to how 
much the rates are going to have to be increased and when. We have 
stated in our annual reports for the last 2 years that as the new dams 
come in, we will have to have increased rates, so the public has been 
told that. We have not kept it from them. And we are studying the 
matter right now to determine how much the increase will have to be 
and when it will have to be put into effect. 

Mr. Boner. Can those rates be changed in the 20-year contracts you 
have signed with the aluminum companies? 

Mr. Osrranver. Yes, that is my understanding. 
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Mr. Jones. That is correct. All contracts with all of our customers 
provide that the rates may be changed every 5 years and brought up 
to date. 

REVENUES AND REPAYMENT 


Mr. Buner. Frankly, I would like to find out whether Bonneville 
Power Administration is not necessarily making money, but having 
sufficient income to pay off not only its own operation and maintenance 
but construction costs for the other projects. 

Mr. Osrranver. I believe I can anwer that, Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Bunce. I have heard you answer that at quite some length be- 
fore and you do not help me much. And unless you can be much more 
help, than you have been in this study here—— 

Mr. Osrranper. Yes; I would like to point out for the fiseal year 
1953, for the first time, the General Accounting Office made an audit 
of our accounts. 

Mr. Buper. That appears here. 

Mr. Osrranver. And submitted a report, and I think if you will 
examine that report, which was certified by the Comptroller General 
of the United States, you will find that as of Juhe 30, 1953, we had 
an accumulated net revenue, over and above expenses, operating and 
maintenance, interest, and depreciation, of some $93 million. 

You will find also in his report a table which shows the receipts, 
returned to the Treasury; how much it was necessary to pay for 
operations and maintenance costs, and how much for expenses. 

Mr. Buper. The statement shows that. That all appears in this 
report that I am referring to, the Columbia Basin report. 

Mr. Ostranper. That is right. 

Mr. Buper. But as recently, Mr. Chairman, as within the last few 
weeks, I have asked the General Accounting Office the direct question 
which I am trying to determine here, and which I have tried to deter- 
mine for 3 years, and they cannot tell me. 

Mr. Ostranpver. I can assure you that this system will pay off hand- 
somely ata very low rate—at a somewhat higher rate than the present 
rates ; but the rate will still be favorable. 

Mr. Buper. How much are you going to raise the rates? 

Mr. Osrranver. We have not decided yet. 

Mr. Buper. When will that decision be made? 

Mr. Ostranver. Within a few weeks, I hope. 

Mr. Buper. They are going up, is that the conclusion ? 

Mr. Ostranver. They are going up, the only question is how much 
and when. 


POWER GENERATION BY NORTHWEST UTILITIES 


Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, I note on page 29 of the Columbia Basin 
report, a chart which shows power generated by Northwest Utilities. 
That chart apparently is for the preceding years and shows that the 
Columbia River Power system, which is the system through which 
power is distributed by Bonneville, now amounts to 57.5 percent. of 
the power generated in the four States of Oregon, Mon- 
tana, and Idaho. Mr. Ostrander, what was the figure, that percen- 
i, figure 5 years spot 

r. OstranperR. I cannot answer that. I would have to supply that 
for the record. 
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Mr. Buper. Will you also supply it for the record as of 5 years 
ago, and 10 years ago, and 15 years ago? 

Mr. Osrranper. Yes. 

(The information requested follows :) 


Federal generation in percent of total generation by Northwest power pool 
utilities 
Fiscal year: 


AUTHORIZATION FOR ALLOCATION OF COSTS 


Mr. Norrett. Would you also supply for the record precisely the 
law on which you claim you have the authority to do what you told 
Mr. Budge you can do, taking into consideration the construction of 
dams on the Columbia ? 

Mr. Ostranper. Yes. 

(The information requested follows :) 


The Secretary of the Interior is vested with the authority to allocate the costs 
of the Columbia Basin project (Grand Coulee Dam) under Reclamation Project 
Act of 1989, sections 9 (A) and 9 (B), (58 Stat. 1192). The project was author- 
ized by the River and Harbor Act of 1935 (49 Stat. 1028, 1089). Authorized 
project purposes include flood control, improvement of navigation, regulation of 
streamflow, storage and delivery of stored water, reclamation, other beneficial 
uses, and generation of power. In 19438 the Columbia Basin Project Act (57 
Stat. 14) was enacted, specifically recognizing the purposes for which the project 
was authorized by the 1935 act and reanthorizing the project as a project subject 
to the Reclamation Project Act of 19839. The latter authorizes the allocation of 
costs to such purposes as irrigation, flood control, navigation, power, municipal 
water supply and “other miscellaneous purposes.” The 1935 act specifically and 
the 1939 act generally by reference to “other miscellaneous purposes” authorize 
an allocation to downstream river regulation. The allocation of costs made by 
the Secretary of the Interior, House Document 172, 79th Congress, 1st session, 
administratively determined the downstream river regulation, both present and 
future. The allocation report and repayment plan both provide that although 
a portion of the costs is allocated to future downstream river regulation, which 
allocation is potentially an allocation to power, the amount of such allocation 
shall be paid from power revenues and that upon reallocation to commercial 
power such allocation shall become interest-bearing. The allocation report was 
transmitted to the Congress by the Secretary of the Interior on May 8, 1945, and 
has been reviewed by congressional committees, most recent being the Jones 
Public Works Subcommittee, House Committee Print No. 23, 82d Congress, 2d 
session. 

The Hungry Horse project was authorized by the act of June 5, 1944 (58 Stat. 
270), for the purposes of irrigation, reclamation, flood control, navigation, power, 
and “other beneficial uses primarily in the State of Montana but also downstream 
areas.” Hence, an allocation to beneficial uses in downstream areas is clearly 
authorized. The act authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to construct, oper- 
ate, and maintain the project. The Secretary of the Interior has not made a 
final allocation of costs, but a tentative allocation has been adopted which fol- 
lows the pattern for the Columbia Basin project with slight modification. The 
tentative allocation assigns costs to flood control, navigation, and power, in- 
cluding power at site and power at 4 downstream plants, all of which are in 
operation or under construction and scheduled for operation within the next 2 
years. 

Albeni Falls project was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 
163). The repayment of costs is governed by section 5 of the Flood Control Act 
of 1944 (58 Stat. 887). Applicable statutes do not assign authority for alloca- 
tion of costs to any agency and no final allocation has been made, although a 
tentative allocation has been submitted by the Secretary of the Army to the 
Secretary of the Interior. The legislative history and reports on the project 
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clearly show that the principal value of the project consists of benefits to down- 
stream projects for the production of power. The tentative allocation by the 
Secretary of the Army includes allocations of cost to flood control, navigation, 
and power, but with no specific subdivisions of the power allocation as between 
power at site and downstream. The Administration for purposes of financial 
studies has made such a subdivision but only projects existing or under con- 
struction have been included in such downstream allocation. 


POWER SUPPLY FOR INDUSTRY 


Mr. Norreti. Now, I would like to ask you this one question on 
another matter. I think that the policy of Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration has been to try to supply power to any industry that might 
desire to locate in that area. Of course, power can be supplied at 
Government cost, notwithstanding they might locate elsewhere and 
receive power from some sources there, and without any cost whatever 
to the Federal Government. Is that still the policy of the Bonneville 
Power Administration ¢ 

Mr. Jones. May I answer that? 

Mr. Norrewu. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. The Department of the Interior in August of 1953, 
after conferring with President Eisenhower, issued a new power pol- 
icy statement, and part of that power policy was that the Federal 
Government is no longer selling power to large industrial plants. 

Now, in the Northwest, the Bonneville Power Administration en- 
tered into new contracts with its private utility customers in Septem- 
ber of 1953, and these contracts provide that the power in the North- 
west. will be conserved for the use of residential, rural, commercial, and 
small industrial customers, and there is a contractual commitment 
on the part of the Bonneville Power Administration to sell no addi- 
tional power to industrial plants over and above those supplies al- 
ready committed, until 500,000 kilowatts has been supplied to pri- 
vately owned companies, and then 70,000 kilowatts on which there 
was a partial commitment back in 1951 will be supplied to existing 
industrial customers of the Administration. 

Then, beyond that, there will be no power available for industry 
until Bonneville Power Administration is able to supply a million 
additional kilowatts to privately owned utility companies. 

Now, our statistics indicate that with only the projects under con- 
struction in the Pacific Northwest there will be no power available 
for industrial sales beyond—that is, directly by the Federal Govern- 
ment—beyond the 70,000 kilowatts which IT mentioned to become avail- 
able after the 500,000 kilowatts had been delivered to privately owned 
companies, and there will be no power available, therefore, for any new 
industrial plants coming into the Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. Norretw. There has never been any desire on my part to put an 
iron curtain around the Bonneville area. But, on the other hand, can 
an industry in Ohio or Idaho or Indiana or Arkansas locate an indus- 
try in one area and get the power from sources other than the Govern- 
ment, and without any cost to the Government? I do not see why we 
need to spend tax money to supply the services in the Bonneville area 
at less cost, because that is not quite treating the other sections of the 
country as we should. 
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lam a little confused after your discussion a while ago on the system 
that electricity can be transmitted without too much loss or without 
the loss becoming economically unsound. It may be I am the only one 
on the committee that is confused, but I am a little confused, 

I would like for you to state how far power can be transmitted with- 
out being reinforced anywhere down the line, without the loss becom- 
ing so great that it is not economically sound. 

Mr. Scuuurz. I think I can answer that question. 

Mr. Very well. 


COST OF TRANSMITTING POWER 


Mr. Scuutrz. Our studies at Bonneville show that using these high 
voltages that are now available for transmission, and applying the 
appropriate Federal charges, and taking into account the cost of losses, 
we can transmit large blocks of power roughly 400 miles at a cost of 1 
mill per kilowatt-hour. That is just the transmission between the 2 
points, and does not take into account the distribution from that point 
over here between point A, which would be the Spiape station, and 
point B, which is the receiving station. It would run about, roughly, 
1 mill per every 400 miles. 

Mr. Norrevi. What would it run for the first 100 miles? 

Mr. Scuvttz. For the first 100 miles, it would be somewhat less than 
one-fourth of that, somewhat less. 

Mr. Norrety. And for the 200 miles, it would be about what ? 

Mr. Scnutrz. Roughly, one-half of that cost. 

Mr. Norrevi. It goes up as you increase the distance ? 

Mr. Scuvtrz. That is right. There is a distance, increase beyond 
400 miles, where the loss becomes a higher proportionate factor. 

Mr. Norrett. How much does an aluminum plant use? I do not 
know what it would be. I have seen the statement in the justification 
here. Just what, roughly, would it be? 

Mr. Scuvuurz. You mean in terms of kilowatts? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Scuvtrz. Oh, we have aluminum plants ranging from, roughly, 
50,000 kilowatts up to 350,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Norrett. Well, dollar and cents, how much would that be 
approximately ? 

r. Scuvttz. You mean for transmission costs? 
Rs Norrety, Yes, for the cost of the power through to the aluminum 
ants. 

‘ Mr. Scuvttz. I am afraid—and I am trying to answer your question, 
but it is the complexities of it that is bothering me. There are varying 
di-tances from the power plant to the using company. For example, 
at Grand Coulee, I would guess that we would be delivering the power 
to Spokane at a cost of between, say, one-fourth and one-half mill 
per kilowatt. It may be—that is just a rough figure. 
' ri Norrect. And anyway, the longer the distance is, the more you 

ose 

Mr. Scuvutrz. That is right. 

Mr. Norrett. And you think the economical line, where it becomes 
absolutely unsound, is about 400 miles? 

Mr. Scuutrz. I would not say that. It all depends upon what the 
alternative costs are of electricity. 
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Mr. Norrett. What do you mean by the alternative costs? 

Mr. Scuutitz. Down in Idaho, for example, you have low-cost coal 
down there and if you would find, for example, it costs you, say, 4 
mills per kilowatt to deliver current to Idaho or Utah, and you can 
produce that for less cost by using local coal in Idaho, it would be less 
economical than if we were to transmit the power from Grande Coulee 
over there. Or, again, if, for instance, you have production from gas 
in Arkansas, we would be up against that cost of electricity that is 
being produced by fuel. 

Mr. Norreit. Why would having coal or gas in the Bonneville 
territory have any effect on the economy ? 

Mr. Scuutrz. Well, there would be this: It is a straight-out ques- 
tion of our competition. If we had to deliver power to an area that 
would cost us, say, 4 mills per kilowatt, including generating, plus 
transmission, and they could produce that power for less than 4 mills 

er kilowatt in that area, we could not sell the power—or we would 
fate to sell it at a loss. 

Mr. Norrett. I want to know where transmission of power becomes 
uneconomical on a transmission line; what is the distance ? 

Mr. Scuvtrz. Normally, in this country, that is, in the Northwest, 
using Government financing, a big factor, the cost of your transmis- 
sion line is a capital item, a large capital-cost item. 


Mr. Norreti. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. It certainly is, when you can buy power for 1 mill, 
approximately, and sell it for 2 mills, and the private facilities have to 
pay more than that in the way of taxes. 

Mr. Scuvttz. Again, in Government financing, we find that when 


we get up to 400 miles of transmission, we are starting to reach the 
point—the economic limit. I would not say it was the absolute limit, 
and when you get up to say, 500 miles, it becomes less attractive, and 
there you have that regional, the marginal area, so to speak, to take 
into consideration. 

Mr. Norrett. What voltage are you talking about now? 

Mr. Scuvuttz. I am talking about distances now. I was referring 
to 345,000 to 300,000 voltage—— 

Mr. JENSEN. I might say that I never heard anyone make such a 
statement before. I have never heard anyone connected with power 
production or a transmission company, make the statement that you 
could transmit power over 250 miles and still be on a sound, economical, 
feasible basis. 

Mr. Scuvurz. Well, Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Jensen, You are the first one I have heard make a statement 
that you could transmit power 500 miles. 

Mr. Scuutrz. I am not the first one to say that, because in Sweden, 
they are now transmitting power in excess of 600 miles and finding it 
economical. 

Mr. Norreti. Could you do that for two-thirds less power loss—— 

Mr. Scnuttz. The cost for the longer distance is running higher. 

Mr. Jensen. You could do that off the line, two-thirds of the dis- 
tance. 

Mr. Scnurrz. For 400 miles, it starts to run quite high. It is 
higher than the 300 or 350. Again, assuming you are talking about 
large blocks of delivery. 
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Mr. Norret. Is it feasible for Bonneville Power Administration to 
wheel power at one-fourth of a mill for such distance as 100 miles? If 
so, it is because of the fact that the Grand Coulee Dam and the trans- 
mission facilities were built many, many years ago, when the cost of 
construction was about one-third of what it is today. You would not 
say that you could build power-producing and transmission facilities 
for the cost of those facilities at the present time, and transmit power 
for one-fourth of a mill, for each 100 miles, or 1 mill for 400 miles, 
would you ¢ 

Mr. Scuuurz. Yes; I think we could for this reason: While the costs 
have gone up, the technology has also advanced. 

Mr. Norrevt. And power has gone down. 

Mr. Scuvutrz. The cost of power has gone down. But taking that 
all into consideration, even if it has, there has been an improvement 
in the art. We have gone to higher voltage; we have found, for 
example, that we do not have to have as much insulation capacity as 
we thought we did. We now find that we do not have to protect the 
lines as we used to. We are now carrying more power over the trans- 
mission lines than we thought was possible before. All of these im- 
provements have offset the increased price trend, and resulted in terms 
of what we found were the costs per kilowatt mile, as against what 
they were, say, 10 years ago; and taking those into account, they offset 
the increased material and labor costs and construction facilities. 


TRANSMISSION AND COST OF HELLS CANYON DAM POWER 


Mr. Buper. Mr. Schultz, these questions and answers in the colloquy 


between you and the gentleman from Arkansas have been very inter- 
esting tome. How far is it from the Hells Canyon Dam, say, to Soda 
Springs, Idaho? 

Mr. Scuuurz. I do not have that. You perhaps can give a better 
answer to that than 1 can. But I would estimate between 400 and 500 
miles; it may be longer than that. 

=." Buner. Didn’t you design the transmission line to go down 
there 

Mr. Scuutrz. No, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Did not somebody in Bonneville design them ? 

Mr. Scxuutz. Somebody just made some broad estimates and so 
on, some broad plans, so to speak; they were merely lines on the map 
as to what they call the normal estimated figures, but there was no 
design whatever. 

Mr. Buper. Who was it that decided that Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration could sell power at Soda Springs, Idaho, to the phosphate 
industry for 2 mills? 

Mr. Scnvttz. I believe that, there again, our marketing group came 
1o that determination after getting, I suppose, one of the factors 
of the transmission costs. And I believe they estimated transmission 
costs for that distance as 1 mill per kilowatt. Again, these are rather 
broad plans based on unit costs and are not based on any design. 

Mr. Bunce. Who in the Bonneville Power Administration made the 
estimate they could sell power there for 2 mills? 

Mr. Scuuttz. I would like to defer to Mr. Jones on that. 
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Mr. Jones. I think that the proposal to sell power at 2 mills there 
was based upon the fact that they then had the so-called postage 
stamp or uniform rates for the power transmitted in the Pacific North- 
west region; that is, power is sold at the same rate throughout the 
region. 

Mr. Buner. According to the testimony of the Commissioner of 
Reclamation, my recollection is he said that it was supported by the 
Bonneville Power Administration, but that is the testimony of the 
Commissioner of Reclamation at a congressional hearing. 

Mr. Jones. The assumption back of the commissioner’s statement, 
then, would be that even though it might cost more to move power 
from Hells Canyon to southeast Idaho, and that the Hells Canyon 
powes itself might be more expensive than power from other dams; 

ut that could be averaged out on the postage-stamp rate principle 
throughout the region. 

Mr. Buper. How much does Hells Canyon power cost at the site? 

Mr. Jones. I am not familiar with those figures. 

Mr. Buner. Mr. Schultz, you ought to be. 

Mr. Scuuutz. Well, I think Mr. Ostrander can give that. 

Mr. Ostranper. You are asking how much Hells Canyon power 
would cost at the site? 

Mr. Buper. Yes. 

Mr. Ostrranpver. There, again, you have the problem we have dis- 
cussed of the other projects that would be affected by Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Buner. I do not mean with the downstream projects coming 
into being. I mean, how much it would cost the Government to 
generate electricity at that site. 

Mr. Osrranper. My estimate of the site cost—with no downstream 
projects, at Hells Canyon, would be $13,233,000 a year. 

Mr. Buper. How much per kilowatt is that 

Mr. Osrranper. I cannot answer that. 

Mr. Buper. Bonneville Power Administration has made some con- 
siderable study of that; why cannot you answer how much it would 
cost to produce a kilowatt of power at the site of the dam? 

Mr. Ostranver. Because, in the first place, the figures would not 
be significant for our purpose. 

Mr. Buper. Whether they are significant for your purpose or not, 
can you not determine it? 

Mr. OstraNnper. We can make an estimate. 

Mr. Buper., What is your best estimate ? 

Mr. Osrranver. I have not made an estimate. I think we could 
make an estimate for whatever it would be worth. Hells Canyon 
project, if it were added to the system of 12 projects, proposed for 
construction—— 

Mr. Buner. Mr. Ostrander, can you not tell me how much Hells 
Canyon power would cost at the Hells Canyon site, how much it would 
cost to generate a kilowatt hour of electricity ? 

Mr. Ostranper. I have never computed the figures, as I indicated, 
Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Bunce. Is there anyone who can tell me—the study was made, by 
Bonneville Power Administration—the cost and the amount of power 
that would be produced, and the amount that is going to be sold ? 
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Mr. Ostranver. Not on that basis. We could make an estimate, but 
that is not the thing that affects our costs. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Pearl, I realize that you are brand new in the Ad- 
ministration, but do you not feel that the question I have can be 
answered? That is, what it would cost you to produce a kilowatt of 
power at Hells Canyon ? 

Mr. Praru. I think that we can determine an answer, yes. 

Mr. Osrranper. It can be furnished, but, as I said a moment ago, 
it is not significant from our point of view in rate determination. 

Mr. Peart. You see, Mr. Budge, the rate determination is based— 
that is, the basis for making the determination is on the amount of 
power we have to sell, and the income from it. In other words, there 
are other items entering into it, as you have indicated. 

Mr. Buper. I understand. 

Mr. Peart, You are asking for the operating income, asking us to 
figure that out alone, assuming no benefits from downstream operation / 

Mr. Buper. Yes. 

Mr. Peart. Having reached what we will have as the capacity for 
the plant, according to the Army engineers’ estimate. 

r. Buper. Or the Bureau of Reclamation. These are figures the 
Bonneville Power Administration used ; the Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration output at the site. 

Mr. Peart. Yes, 1 think that can be done. That can be worked out. 
I think I should call your attention to the fact that it will be more or 
less an abstract figure. When you take the whole system as a unit, you 
will get one thing, but when you take one unit, you will get a different 


figure. 
Mr. Boner. That is correct. In the overall, downstream operation 
is important. 

Mr. Pear. Yes. 

Mr. Bungee. So far as benefits are concerned. 

What I am trying to get is this: Suppose that Bonneville Power 
wanted to sell Hells power upstream some 700 miles, how much 
would it cost to send that power 700 miles upstream ? 

Mr. Scuvuttz. I would say that if we had to push power 700 miles, I 
would estimate it would be around 2 mills per Plowatt. 

Mr. = pete What percentage of power would be lost in that trans- 
mission 

Mr. Scuuttz. I would just be estimating; I would say around 16 

recent. 
eer. Bupver. How much would be lost, say, for 500 miles? 

Mr. Scuutrz. Slightly less; at the ratio of 5 to 7; it would be 
somewhere around 10 percent; a little under 10 percent. 

Mr. Buner. I wish, Dr. Pearl, you would have the Bonneville Power 
Administration put into the record the at-site cost of production of a 
kilowatt of power of electricity at Hells Canyon Dam. 

Mr. Peart. Assuming just that one specific cost and the output 
there, with no other benefit to any other projects? ' 

Mr. Buper. Yes. I realize that there are very probably substantial 
downstream benefits which could result. 

Mr. Praru. Yes. 
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Mr. Osrranper. I was looking at the difference, using the down- 
stream benefits; that represents an appreciable increase in the output 
of power. 

he information requested follows:) 


Hells Canyon at-site generation in system with projects existing and under 
cunstruction, median year hydro: 5,185,000,000 kilowatt-hours. 

Annual power cost for Hells Canyon : $13,233,000. 

Cost of energy at site: 2.55 mills per kilowatt-hour (Total energy cost without 
considering substantial contributions by Hells Canyon storage to downstream 
plants. ) 

The foregoing data are based on the total at site annual costs allocated to 
power relative to just at-site production. The resulting figure as to cost per 
kilowatt-hour is therefore an abstract statistic that is not significant for purposes 
of determining system power costs or rates. Since Hells Canyon is a storage 
project it would increase prime power production at downstream plants, namely, 
Bonneville, McNary, and The Dalles which are existing or under construction, 
und at any future additional downstream plant. If Hells Cinyon were added to 
the base system of 12 Federal hydroelectric plants existing or under construc- 
tion, it would increase the prime power capability of the system by 895,000 kilo- 
watts consisting of 745,000 kilowatts of nominal prime power at site plus 150,000 
kilowatts of increased nominal prime power at other plants, The annual costs of 
Hells Canyon allocated to power are $13,233,000 which covers repayment of 
the investment with interest and the operation and maintenance expenses. The 
annual costs are thus $14.79 per kilowatt of prime power added to the system. 
Since a prime kilowatt represents 8,760 kilowatt-hours per year, the cost is 1.69 
mills per kilowatt-hour. If some secondary energy is produced the average per 
kilowatt-hour would be reduced accordingly. On the other hand, some of the 
generators at the other plants could be charged against the prime power added to 
the system by Hells Canyon. It is estimated that $2,512,000 of such annual costs 
could be so assigned thus making a total of $15,745,000 when at site costs of 
$13,233,000 are added. This makes the cost equal to $17.59 per prime kilowatt 
or 2.01 mills per prime kilowatt-hour. 


_ Mr. Bunge. I can understand that. But what I am getting at now 
is when you produce power at Hells Canyon site and shoot that power 
downstream my. your system, you get one thing, but suppose you 


shoot it upstream, I would like to know what it would cost. In figuring 
the 2 mills, do you cover the cost of transmission ¢ 

Mr. Scuuitz. When I referred to the 400 miles, Mr. Budge, I did 
not mean to indicate that the further you go, the more the cost will 
be; that it would not be directly in proportion to the distance up to 
700, I would say that it would cost about 2 mills, just as an example, 
transmitted 400 miles. But it will not run that much more to transmit 
it 700 miles, because you do have access to existing facilities. 

Mr. Bunce. How much would a transmission line cost 700 miles in 
distance 

Mr. Scuutrz. I, myself, have not made a detailed study of it. But 
we have made a study of that area. My guess would be that the line 
would cost, roughly, around $60,000 per mile, and for 700 miles that 
would be, roughly, $42 million. 

- Mr. Boner. That is for the high voltage line, you are talking about ? 
~ Mr. Scuvturz. That is right. I would say, ; way of guess, that 
the cost would be between $40 million and $50 tnilfion ut there, again, 
I would like to be allowed a little leeway. : 

Mr. Buper. That is quite a little different than what. was put in the 
House committee hearings on the estimates for the Hells Canyon 
project. 
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Mr. Scuuurz. I did not go over all of the figures on the Hells 
Canyon project. 

Mr. Buper. Do ya know who made the study for Bonneville? 

Mr. Scuvuurz. One of the engineers on my staff, and that was used 
as a part of the study on the Bonneville activity. 

Mr. Buper. I am not quarreling with you about the downstream 
benefits, Dr. Pearl. 

Mr. Peart. I know that, Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Buper. I have no doubt that they exist. I do not know exactly 
in what measure those benefits exist, particularly when you allocate 
costs to plants which are not yet in being. 

Mr. Peart. The benefits to the plants that are in being are actually 
tangible items and can be determined. 

r. Buper. Yes, for the plants that are in being. 

Mr. Prarw. Yes. 

Mr. Scuvuurz. I do not want to complicate the problem but I believe 
when you try to determine a figure for Hells Canyon, as separate from 
the rest of them, you certainly will not be generating power through- 
out the entire season. We would have to take that into consideration. 

Mr. Buper. I understand. 

Mr. Peart. I think it is entirely clear to you, Mr. Budge, that the 
figure you are asking us will not be a realistic figure, because the 
downstream benefits, you see, result in more power without additional 
cost. So that the overall figure will be just an abstract figure based 
upon one dam. 

Mr. Buper. Well, the proposed dam, with the same amount of 
power generated. 

Mr. RL. Yes. 

Mr. Bunee. That is the proposal. I think it is pretty obvious that 
if it costs you 2 mills to transport that power— 

Mr. Scuutrz. That is for the 700 miles you mean? 

Mr. Buper (continuing). You must take into account the invest- 
ment in transmission lines. 

Mr. Scuutrz. Yes; that is right, and you have to take into account 
the losses of power. I do not believe there is transmission of the power 
from Hells Canyon—again, that is under study, but I do not believe 
ay would transmit that power for a total distance of more than 400 
miles. 

Mr. Buper. Hells Canyon is the nearest Federal plant that would 
be transmitting power to the Idaho phosphate beds, is it not? Can 
you mention any nearer plant in the system ? 

Mr. Scuvtrz. I am just saying this by way of explanation—that 
the figures I am giving here—— 

Mr. Bunce (interposing). Is it not a fact, Mr. Schultz, with Hells 
Canyon plant being closed down some 514 months out of the year, 
you would have to bring power from some other place downstream, 
which would make for longer transmission than you are talking about 
here. What is the closest plant downstream from Hells Canyon from 
which the power would be produced ? 

Mr. Jones. That would be McNary, would it not? 

Mr. Bunce. How far is that from Hells Canyon? 

Mr. Scuutrz. There, again, I would want a little leeway. That 
must be about 200 miles, something in that order. 
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Mr. Buper. That would cost you pretty nearly an additional 1 mill, 
would it not? ieee. 

Mr. Scuuttz. No. The facilities—we could use the facilities that 
are there to bring the Hells Canyon power to the existing system, so 
we would already have the facilities that are already a part of the 
system. So I would believe the cost would be rather small. 

Mr. Buper. But it would not be less than from Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Scuuurz. That is right. 

Mr. Buper. There would be some additional cost. 

Mr. Scuutrz. Yes. 

DEPRECIATION 


Mr. Buper. Mr. Ostrander, in this Columbia Basin report, you use 
the term depreciation. What does that mean ? 

Mr. Ostranver. The item in the financial statement for deprecia- 
tion, or provision for depreciation is merely for the recovery of the 
investment in the électric utility plant; for example, we might use 
this illustration: Suppose we have a transmission line that we say 
would last 50 years. e have to recover that investment in 50 years. 
So we set aside 2 percent a year to recover the cost of depreciation. 

That is not actually expended in this year, of course, but the money 
is spent when you build the line. But it becomes a cost of doing 
business, over the useful life of the line, and accordingly, we have set 
up a cost, on an annual basis, of building the line, and we recover the 
investment in that manner. 

Mr. Bunce. That is not “depreciation” then, as it is usually used, 
that is, depreciation might mean replacement ? 

Mr. Osrranver. No. Depreciation is not provision for replace- 
ment; that is a misconception that is sometimes indicated, but the real 
purpose of depreciation is to recover the cost of the plant that has 
already been built. 

Mr. Buper. That would be the repayment of the capital investment ? 

Mr. Osrranver. That is a part of it. We have repaid the invest- 
ment more rapidly than it depreciates. We do have to use deprecia- 
tion; depreciation and surplus provide for repayment of capital costs. 

Mr. Buper. Yes. 

Mr. Osrranpver. For parr: ioe at the Bonneville Dam power plant, 
news of that investment will last physically, a long, long time. For 

epreciation purposes, however, we do not figure its life say for more 
than a hundred years; we use the pay-out figure, for pay-out purposes 
on a 50-year basis, and we are paying it out in 50 years. 

Mr. Boner. Will you insert in the record a definition of “deprecia- 
tion” as found in your financial statement ? 

Mr. Osrranoer. I will be very glad to do that. 

(The information requested follows: ) 

The Federal Power Commission’s uniform system of accounts, order No. 42, 
adopted June 16, 1936, contains the following definitions pertinent to depreciation : 


Depreciation, as applied to depreciable electric plant, means the loss in service 
value’* not restored by current maintenance, incurred in connection with the 


1 Service value means the difference between original cost and net salvage value of electric 
pest. Salvage value means the amount received for property retired, less any expenses 
in connection with the sale or in preparing the property for sale; or, if retained, 

the amount at which the material recoverable is chargeable to the appropriate account. 
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consumption or prospective retirement * of electric plant in the course of service 
from causes which are known to be in current operation and against which the 
utility is not protected by insurance. Among the causes to be given consideration 
are wear and tear, decay, action of the elements, inadequacy, obsolescence, changes 
in the art, changes in demand, and requirements of public authorities. 

Mr. C. W. Smith, Chief, Bureau of Accounts, Finance, and Rates, Federal 
Power Commission, has said that: 

“The function of depreciation accounting is not to finance replacements but 
rather to record an actual cost of operation. Plant is purchased in advance of 
use and when use occurs it becomes a cost of service, like labor and fuel. If the 
plant is never replaced that does not excuse the recording of depreciation.” 

Perry Mason in his book on Principles of Public-Utility Depreciation, page 47, 
states as follows: 

“No logical connection between depreciation and replacements.—Not only are 
the financial implications of the replacement doctrine of questionable validity, but 
there is no logical basis for such an approach to the subject if it were the sole 
purpose of depreciation accounting to provide for the replacement of assets, logi- 
cally there would be no depreciation to record if the asset were not to be replaced. 
The problem of depreciation arises because of the necessity of taking into account 
the fact that the investment in an asset has been reduced to scrap value at the 
time of its retirement from service in order to arrive at the net profit for the 
period or periods involved. It is the accounting for a past expenditure, not a 
provision for a future one. The relationship between depreciation and replace- 
ments is purely coincidental—most assets are replaced at the time of retirement. 

“The point may also be made that literal replacement in kind is a rare event. 
It is much more likely to involve the purchase of a unit which will perform the 
equivalent or better service than the purchase of exactly the same kind of asset. 

“The conception of the purpose of depreciation accounting as a financial pro- 
vision for replacements, then, is decidedly defective. It lacks logical consistency 
as well as mathematical and economic validity.” 

Mason further states on page 48: 

“The maintenance of capital investment.—The interpretation of depreciation 
accounting as a means of maintaining the capital investment of an enterprise 
is a distinct improvement upon the replacement principle. In the absence of a 
provision for depreciation, assuming that gross earnings were correspondingly 
smaller, assets would have to be written off when retired from service as a direct 
charge against invested capital and new capital would have to be provided if the 
enterprise were to continue; if gross earnings were as large as though depre- 
ciation had been recorded, the invested capital could be dissipated through undis- 
closed dividends out of capital, and creditors would be left without their usual 
legal protection. It is axiematic that no profit is earned from a given venture 
unless the invested capital has been maintained at its original amount. Such a 
concept does not assume that there is a fund of available liquid assets although 
it does assume that the depreciation entries have brought about a retention of net 
assets to offset the amounts written off on other property.” 

The above definitions and explanation indicate that depreciation is charged to 
expense for the purpose of recovering the investment in the assets which are 
depreciated in the operation of the business and not to finance replacements. 


Mr. Buper. There is a note in the statement here with reference 
to depreciation, but it is somewhat involved, at least for me. 


REVENUES FROM SALE OF POWER 


Dr. Pearl, your statement shows in the justification, a figure, 
I understand it, of the sales of electric energy at $38,949,448. 

Now, this Columbia River Basin system report, which was pub- 
lished on December 31, states that that figure at the end of the fiscal 
year 1953, that is, the same figure to which T have alluded, as given 
in the report, is $38,383,475. hat is the difference between the two 


I abana lied to electric plant, means pro which has removed, 
gold, doned, or which for any cause has from electric 
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figures that. appear in schedule No. 8, and in Columbia Basin system 
report as of December 31, 1953? 

r. Peart. Are you referring to the figure in this preliminary 
statement ? 

Mr. Buper. Yes. In the justification, the same figure appears as 
as in your statement; that is, the same as in the justification. 

r. Osrranver. I can explain that, Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Buper. Very well. 

Mr. Ostrranver. Do you have our annual report before you ? 

Mr. Buper. Yes. 

Mr. Osrranver. If you will turn to the auditor’s report, schedule 
4, you will find the figure for the Columbia River power system broken 
down among the agencies in the system. Now, the figure in Mr. 
Pearl’s statement for the fiscal year 1953, is $38,949,448, as power 
revenue, 

If you will look at schedule 4 in the auditor’s oy ey ou will notice 
the Bonneville Power Administration—you will find the sale of elec- 
tric energy was $38,383,475. 

On down the line, you will see an item for other electrical revenue 
of $565,973. If you will add the two together, you will get the figure 
of $38,949,448 mentioned by Dr. Pearl. That is the revenue of the 
Bonneville Power Administration alone. 

Mr. Buver. What are these electricity revenues in the amount of 
$565,973 

Mr. Ostranver. That is very largely from rentals. I can give you 
the details of that if you wish. Rentals are for the use of transmis- 
sion facilities, one item. 

Mr. Buper. Just put a statement in the record on that, if you will. 

Mr. Osrranver. Yes. 

(The information requested follows :) 


Bonneville Power Administration, other operating revenue, fiscal year 1953 


Rental of transmission facilities $585, 911 
Charges for delayed payment of power bills —— 265 
Loss on disposition of obsolete materials (20, 203) 


Total 565, 973 


Mr. Ostranper. Then the difference, Mr. Budge, between that figure 
for Bonneville Power Administration alone and the figure for the 
Columbia River power system is the amount that I have referred to, 
and is shown in detail in schedule 4 of the auditor’s report. Does that 
answer your question ? 

Mr. Buper. I think that clears up the difference between the two 
figures, yes. 


PAYMENTS MADE TO GENERATING PROJECTS, FISCAL YEARS 1953, 1954, AND 
1955 


Dr. Pearl, will you insert for the record a statement as to how much 
the Bonneville Power Administration paid the Corps of Army Engi- 
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation for each facility for power, in 
kilowatts, for the fiscal year 1953; also what is estimated for the fiscal 
year 1954 and the estimate for 1955. By the facilities I mean the 
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individual generating units, such as Grand Coulee Dam, Bonneville 
Dam, Hungry Horse Dam and others anticipated to come on the line, 
Mr. Osrranver. You want that in kilowatt-hours? 
Mr. Buper. Per kilowatt. 
Mr. Pear. Yes. 
(The information requested follows :) 


Statement showing payments made by Bonneville Power Administration to the 
generating projects for fiscal years 1953, 1954, and 1955 


Payment 
per kilo- 


Generation 
Project for BPA 


watt-hour 


1,000 kilo- 
year 1953 watt-hours 
Bonneville Dam 


822 


# 


ungry Horse 
Fiscal year 1954 (estimated): 
Bonneville 


S324 


or BBB 
soos! oo. , 
ES 


~ 


Norte.—The payments to the generating projects are not determined on the basis of power production but 
are based upon amounts required pursuant to law to return the costs allocated to power or allocated to 
nonpower purposes but assigned for repayment from power revenues. For storage projects, particularly 
Hungry Horse and Albeni Falls, the primary power benefits are the contributions made by the storage to 
power production at other plants. Accordingly, the payments to those plants and the total costs of such 
plants allocated to power (at site and downstream) cannot fairly be related to just at-site production. A 
substantial portion of the costs of constructing a storage +— are incurred in the light of the plan to operate 
such storage project as part of an integrated system for the purpose of obtaining increases in system prime 
power capability by the use of the storage at downstream aes as well as by the integrated operation of 
the project itself. In addition, in appraising the data shown above, it must be noted that except for Bonne- 
ville Dam and Columbia Basin project, the projects are only partially in service, with the result that costs 
may be disproportionate relative to production. 


ALLOCATION OF JOINT COSTS 


Mr. Buner. I would also appreciate having in the record a state- 
ment of the downstream benefits which have been allocated to non- 
existent facilities. By that I mean facilities not now in existence 
and not under present construction. 

Mr. Ostrranper. That is, you want the amount of cost for the stor- 
age projects, allocated to the downstream projects, for those that are 
not built 

Mr. Buner. Yes. 

Mr. Osrranper. You said benefits; but I think you mean costs. 

Mr. Buper. Yes. The costs that you have allocated to downstreain 
plants which are not—— 

Mr. Peart. Not in existence? 

Mr. Bunce. Not in existence. 

Mr. Peart. Yes. 

(The information requested follows:) 


CoLuMBIA BASIN PROJECT—ALLOCATION OF JOINT Costs 


The latest estimate of construction cost made by the Bureau of Reclamation 
for the Columbia Basin project indicates $163,018,000 as being construction cost 


Fiscal year 1955 
Lookout Point and 
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of multiple-purpose or joint facilities. The allocation of these joint facility 
costs made in accordance with the official allocation report published as House 
Document No. 172, 79th Congress, 1st session, is as follows: 


Contribution by State of Washington___ * $313, 440 
Flood control and navigation 


Total nonreimbursable 1, 313, 440 
Irrigation . 71, 150, 010 
Power at site 45, 277, 280 
Downstream river regulation : 

Bonneville, existing___ $6,225, 620 

Rock Island, existing 2, 490, 250 

MeNary, under construction 6, 026, 410 

Chief Joseph, under construction 12, 134, 310 

Priest Rapids, authorized____ 7, 244, 360 

The Dalles, under construction 5, 913, 210 

John Day, authorized_ -... 2, 857, 000 

he abandoned in favor of high dam at John 


Total river regulation 45, 277, 270 


Total joint cost___ 163, 018, 000 


1This amount is not reimbursable to the Federal Government inasmuch as it was con- 
tributed by the State of Washington. 


ALBENI Prosect, ALLOCATION oF JoInT Costs 


The estimated ultimate construction costs of the joint facilities of Albeni 
Falls project are $12,917,000 exclusive of interest during construction. The 
tentative allocation assigns $1,510,000 to flood control and navigation and $11,- 
407,000 to power at site and downstream. No allocation between at site and 
downstream has been made but the major portion of the benefits are downstream, 


Hunery Horse PRosecT, ALLOCATION oF JoiINT Costs, TENTATIVE 


The estimated construction costs of joint facilities of Hungry Horse project 
are $76,593,000 exclusive of interest during construction. The tentative alloca- 
tion is as follows: 


To power at site $18, 916, 000 
To power at Grand Coulee Dam 

To power at Bonneville Dam 

To power at Chief Joseph Dam 

To power at McNary Dam 


Total to power 
To flood control and navigation 


Total__ 76, 593, 000 


Grand Coulee and Bonneville Dams are complete. Chief Joseph is under con- 
struction. McNary has 2 generators in service and 12 more are under construc- 
tion. 


SUMMARY 


Costs allocated to downstream plants not in existence 


Columbia Basin project : 
Priest Rapids _.. $7, 244, 360 


Albeni Falls project (no allocations made) 
Hungry Horse project 


12, 487, 470 


| 


1218 


OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, MARKETING, AND ADMINISTRATION 
Amounts available for obligation 


1953 actual 


Appropriation or estimate 
nobligated balance, estimated savings 


Obligations incurred 


$6, 600, 000 
— 268, 578 


6, 331, 422 


Obligations by activities 


Description 


1953 actual 


1. Maintenance of the transmission system 
2. Operation of the transmission system 
3. Power marketing 


$2, 683, 705 
1, 926, 470 

696, 335 
1, 024, 912 


6, 331, 422 


Obligations by objects 


Object classification 


1953 actual 


Total number of permanent positions 
Full-time ocquivelant of all other positions 
Average number of all employees 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades 


Regular pa 
Payment above basic rates 
Excess of annual leave earned over leave taken_.___. -- 


Total personal services 
Transportation of things 
Communication services. 
Rents and utility services__. 
Printing and reproduction _- 
Other contractual services... .- 

Services performed by other agencies. 

Supplies and materials 
Grants, subsidies, and contributions 
Refunds, awards, and indemnities 


Obligations incurred 


Sa 


33 


Bess |B: 


Bete | 3: 


Analysis of expenditures 


1953 actual 


ren tment in obligations of prior 
justment in Ns years 
Cali 


quidated obligations, end of year 


Expenditures are distributed as follows: 
Out of current authorizations 
Out of prior authorizations..._ 


$406, 616 
6, 331, 422 


6, 738, 038 


5, 277 
131, 795 


6, 600, 966 


6, 233, 281 
367, 685 


1054 estimate | 1955 estimate 
1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
$2, 512, 900 $3, 012, 000 
coaihrutaidiensaad 1, 990, 600 2, 263, 000 a 
549, 200 475, 000 
Obligations | 6,004,000 6, 600, 000 
| 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
3 
Ungraded positions: Average $5, 248 
01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions.-.............-...-...-.-..---..-| $4,486, 169 $4, 376, #4, i 
12, 317 ll, 
4,704,882 | 4,675,600 5, 
179, 613 200, 300 
32, 366 36, 500 
128, 904 130, 800 * 
61, 563 80, 800 H 
201; 275 187, 400 
507, 472 452, 100 
379, 762 297, 600 fe 
42,171 37, 400 
6, 004, 000 
S| 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
Unliquidated obligations, start of year_...................-.-- $131, 795 $135, 795 
Obligations incurred during the year................-..-.-.... | | 6, 004, 000 6, 600, 000 
| 135, 795 6, 735, 795 
Total | 6, 000, 000 6, 600, 000 
=== SSS SSS 
100, 000 115, 000 
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Mr. Fenton. Congressman Budge will be unable to be with us 
this afternoon, so we are taking up very briefly the item for operation 
and maintenance. The appropriation for 1954 was $6,004,000. The 
estimate for 1955 is $6,600,000, or an increase of $596,000. 

We will insert at this point in the record pages 88 and 89 of the 
justification. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, MARKETING, AND ADMINISTRATION 


For fiscal year 1955, the estimates of the Bonneville Power Administration for 
maintenance of the transmission system, power operations, power marketing and 
general administration activities total $6,600,000, which is $596,000 above the 
appropriation for 1954. This amount will provide for the manning and main- 
tenance of existing and new transmission facilities to be placed in service by 
June 30, 1954, and will allow on a minimum basis for workload increases re- 
sulting from additional customers, new points of delivery and extension of the 
Administration’s service area. 

The following table summarizes the growth of the transmission system during 
fiscal years 1954 and 1955. 


Actual, Estimated, | Estimated, 
June 30, 1953 | June 30, 1954 | June 30, 1955 


Revenues ! 
Value of plant in service 
Energy available (megawatt-hours) (median water assumed) _.- 
Substation capacity (kilovolt-amperes years) (force cooled) 
Transmission lines (structure mile years) 
Microwave communications: 

Terminal unit years. 

Repeater unit year 


Points of delivery 


Ananalysis by major activities follows. 


1 The June 30, 1953, revenue figures are based on actual water conditions, and the June 30, 1954 and 1955 
= are based on assumed median water conditions. All the revenue figures are based on the present rate 
edule and do not include revenues taken in directly at generating plants. 


1. Maintenance of the transmission system 


Page reference 
Adjusted 
Subactivity appropri- 
ation 


Estimate, 
1955 


Justifi- 


(a) ‘Transmission lines $650, 000 $725, 500 
D>) Gubstetions.................- 652, 700 796, 900 
¢c) Control and communications. 828, 400 1, 078, 400 
Standards, management, and 
supervision 227, 200 242, 700 


pe 
(e) Mainte 
services 154, 600 168, 500 
2, 512, 900 3, 012, 000 


For maintenance of transmission-line structures together with appurtenant 
facilities and right-of-way, airway marking and lighting of special towers, and 
access roads, $725,500 will be required in 1955. 

For maintenance of substation equipment, control houses, untanking towers, 
and other installations, $796,900 will be required in 1955. 

Communication, meter and relay maintenance will require $1,078,400 in 1955. 

The management and direct supervision of all system maintenance activities 
will require $242,700 in 1955. This will provide a continued emphasis on methods 
improvement, periodic evaluation of performance levels, and continued develop- 
ment and operation of a standardization program to assure the most effective 
supervision through field organization. 


i 
; $38, 949, 448 $45, 630, 000 $53, 600, 000 
246, 020, 649 299, 000, 000 329, 000, 000 
17, 634,000 | 21, 400,000 24, 230, 000 
iS 5, 260, 242 5, 774, 609 6, 927, 926 
bs 145 157 167 
¥ 5, 154 5,732 6, 208 
30 93 190 
4. 10 80 184 
i Number of customers. -..............---4---.~-.---------2-- 115 118 120 
- - - ---- 295 308 313 
| ation 
$75, 500 BP90 
144, 200 }......| BP90 
250,000 |......| BP90 
| 15,500 |......| BP89 
} 
13,900 |......| BP90 
| 499, 100 
| | 
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PERSONNEL 


Mr. Buper. Dr. Pearl, I notice that in your 1955 budget, you have 
1,597 permanent employees listed for construction and 1,020 listed 
for operation and maintenance. Do you feel that a total of 2,617 
—- employees is necessary for the operation of the Bonneville 

ower Administration ? 

Mr. Praru. I can answer that question best by telling you that a 
survey team will be out with us in the next 2 weeks and I expect to 
work with them in that overall study. 

Mr. Buner. I notice for example that just in the field of design, 
in the Division of Engineering, you have 22 permanent employees 
proposed in the chief’s office; I should say in the Division of Engi- 
neering; and, of course, there are 47 in the engineering study classifi- 
cation, only 23 in control and communications. 

Then breaking down the design section, there are 9 administrative 
employees; 112 engaged in survey and mapping; 75 in transmission 
design ; and 198 in substation design and 30 in drafting and graphic. 
Since the system seems to be tapering off, that would seem like an 
unusually heavy design staff, would it not? 

Mr. Peart. I think it is admitted by the Bonneville group that as 
design tapers off, the staff will also be curtailed or reduced. Is that 
a correct statement, Mr. Schultz? 

Mr. Suutrz. I would like to say this, Mr. Budge, that we have 
reduced, dollarwise, the positions under construction. This relates 
directly to production and I believe you will find that our desi 
costs are as low, and I believe lower, than you will find anywhere. it 
is true that construction itself is tapering off, and the number of 

ople involved has been reduced in accordance with the program. 

e best measure, as far as I can see, is to take the total cost of 
engineering design against the total cost of the work and find out what 
the percentage is. 

r. Buper. Very well. Let us take the one item for substation 
design: August 31, 1952, you had 232 people in that category. 

Mr. Scuutrz. That is correct. 

Mr. Buper. That has gone down to 198, according to the latest 
figures given me. 

Mr. Scuvtrz. And we are working those people now overtime to 
meet our schedule. 

Mr. Buner. That is, for substantion design ? 

Mr. Scuvutrz. Yes, that is correct. There is a tremendous amount 
of work involved, Mr. Budge, even now and next year; we still have 
a good-sized construction program. But if you will take, in terms 
of costs, average costs, the percentage to the cost of construction, I 
believe you will find, and I am sure the team is going to find our costs 
are low. That is what I believe they will find. . 

Mr. Bunce. In addition to this 198 that you have in here for sub- 
station design, you have 299 in substantion construction... 

Mr. Scuvtrz. Well, that includes the hourly workers. 

Mr. Buper. No, you have an additional 47 temporary workers. 

Mr. Scuuttz. Now there is some construction going on and a num- 
ber of those, a percentage of them, are hourly people. 


| 
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Mr. Ricwarpson. 95 of the substation construction staff are annual 
employees. The remainder of 205 are hourly. 

Mr. Buner. Of course, the classification given me shows some are 
permanent and some temporary. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes. 

Mr. Bune. 299 for transmission construction, permanent employ- 
ees, and 42 temporary. 

Mr. Scuvtrz. Yes. 

Mr. Bunce. In addition to the design staff. 

Dr. Pearl, I hope that you will go into the personnel item and see 
if that cannot be cut down, cut down the overhead a little bit for the 
benefit of the taxpayers of the country as well as for the customers 
of the Bonneville Power Administration. 

I notice another item in here in 1954, you had $1,683,400 for travel— 
better than $1.5 million for travel, and you operate within 2 States 
and a very small portion of 2 other States. In the current budget, 
for 1955, you are requesting approximately $1,200,000 for travel. 
How would you justify that amount for travel ? 

Mr. Ricnarpson: May I answer that, Mr. Budge? 

Mr. Buper. Certainly. 

Mr. Ricrarpson. That is primarily for per diem costs for em- 
ployees actually on construction projects. Most of that is to be 
charged to construction—I believe $1,100,000 of the figure that you 
used. I think that is approximately correct and of that $1,100,000, 
$861,000 is needed in 1955 for the travel which is primarily the daily 
per diem amount for construction. 

Mr. Buper. How much is that figure? 

Mr. Ricrarpson. $861,000 is estimated for the field staff on con- 
struction. 

Mr. Bupce. Under the construction item in the budget, you have 
$1,108,000. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes. I was trying to get the per diem. Of the 
figure you use, $1,108,000, $861,000 is for people out on the job, on 
construction jobs. Their traveling costs are charged to construction. 
Also, for example, survey crews and land-acquisition people are out 
acquiring land, and a small part of the design people have got to get 
out into the field. Their traveling expenses, which is primarily a 
per diem cost, is included in the $1,100,000. 

Mr. Buper. How much of an office do you maintain outside of the 
city of Portland ? 

Mr. Ricnarpson, You are talking about offices of all kinds? 

Mr. Boner. Yes. 

Mr. Peart. Area offices. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Area: There is an area office at Seattle; there is 
an area office at Eugene, and an area office at Spokane, and an area 
office at Walla Walla; four area offices. 

In addition, there are three small district offices which revolve out 
of those. One is at Kalispell, Mont. 

Mr. Bupver. Why do you need a district office at Kalispell? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. That is on the basis of activities we have with 
customers there. 

Mr. Buper. How many customers do you have? 
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Mr. Ricnarpson. I do not know. I think perhaps Mr. Jones could 
answer that. 

Mr. Jones. There are five electric cooperatives that purchase power 
from us in Montana. In addition, the Montana Power Co. itself is 
a customer; the Mountain States Power Co, is a customer, and the 
Indian Service is a customer. 

Mr. Buper. How many employees do you have at Kalispell? 

Mr. Ricnarpson. I believe there is no more than—there is 1 pro- 
fessional and 1 clerical, I believe. 

Mr. Buper. What would the professional person do? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. His job is to work with the customers Mr. Jones 
has indicated that we have, and to handle problems of negotiation of 
new contracts, any changes in service or plans that are underway, 
including, Mr. Budge, items in this year’s budget for new delivery 
points for one of the customers in that area. 

Mr. Bune. I have heard quite a bit about that office, Dr. Pearl, and 
I wish you would give it a little specific attention. 

Mr. Pear. Yes. 

Mr. Buner. After all, since Bonneville has a shortage of power 
now and has been experiencing that shortage over recent years, it 
should not be out attempting to procure new customers in the out- 
lying areas. 


WepNespay, Fesruary 10, 1954. 


COMPARISON OF OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS WITH PRIVATR 
UTILITIES 


Mr. Fenton. We will continue the operation and maintenance 


items. Each year we ask for a comparison between Bonneville trans- 
mission system maintenance costs per mile with like costs of private 
utilities, and never get it. Can you give it to us now? 

Mr. Scuuurz. I think I can answer it. Those figures are almost 
impossible to obtain, Mr. Fenton. We have tried to do that, but we 
have done it on a different basis. Maybe that will give you the figures 
which you want. 

We can give it to you on a comparison basis with other utilities in 
terms of the frequency of patrolling of the lines, the amount of heli- 
copter patrol on the circuits. We have those comparisons, but none 
of the utilities has the figures in such shape to get them. We would 
like to get them, but you cannot get them. The Federal Power Com- 
mission does not have them. 

Mr. Fenton. Do it to the best of your ability. Try to furnish such 
a comparison for the record. 

Mr. Scuunrz. Yes, sir. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 
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Frequency of transmission line patrol by large electric utilities compared with 
BPA practice—Fiscal year 1954 


Patrol interval 


Ground Climbing ee 


patrol inspection 
(months) (years) 


oO 

Bonneville 
Power Ad- 
ministra- 
tion. 


3 No data. 4 Every year. 5 Week. 


Mr. Fenton. Can you give us a similar comparison for operation 
costs, using the items on the table on page 91? 

Mr. Jones. We are up against precisely the same problem that Mr. 
Schultz mentioned in maintenance, with respect to power operations. 
We do have, and I will be glad to furnish for the record, a comparison 
of the substation manning standards of a number of the utilities in 
the Northwest and the Bonneville Power Administration, showing for 
representative substations of the various systems considering the 
equipment in those substations and the number of lines terminating 
in the substations, the number of men, and the number of shifts that 
those substations are manned, and a comparison with typical substa- 
tions on the Bonneville system. I think that might be helpful. 

Mr. Fenton. Will you prepare something for the record ? 

a Jones. We have that and will be glad to furnish it for the 
record. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 


| 
PF | Patrol interval : 
Utility Utilit 
Aerial 
patrol 
(months) (months) | (months) (years) : 
1 As requested. 2 Variable. 
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Mr. Fenton. What is the status of legislation needed to put the 
Administration on a corporation-type fiscal program ¢ 

Mr. Larson. The Department has not yet made a decision as to 
whether it is going to seek legislation to implement it as presented in 
the plan or whether it is going to resort to business-type statements 
without the use of revenues. That decision has not yet been made. 

Mr. Fenron. Do you know when they expect to make a decision ? 

Mr. Larson. No, sir; I donot. That is one thing that we are going 
to pursue, along with studies on some of the other types of operations 
in Interior that may well be adapted to that type of budget presenta- 
tion. 


CONTINUING FUND FOR EMERGENCY EXPENSES 


Mr. Fenton. We will insert at this point pages 99 and 100 into the 
record, showing the emergency fund expenditures. 
(The justifications referred to are as follows :) 


CONTINUING FUND FOR EMERGENCY EXPENSES 


A continuing fund of $500,000, maintained from power receipts, is used to 
defray expenses incurred under emergency conditions and to insure continuous 
operation of the Bonneville Power Administration transmission system (16 
U. 8. C. 882). 

The Secretary of the Interior has approved use of the continuing fund in the 
“amount of $36,000 for the repair of a synchronous condenser and temporary in- 
stallation of static capacitors at J. D. Ross substation. Expenditures were made 
during the fiscal year 1953 for the following items: 


Amouni: Amount 
authorized | expended 


Emergency power purchase (due to Grand Coulee outage Mar. 14 * 952) pwedie $50, 000 $17, 959 
Emergency replacement and repair of transformer bank No. 2 at Spokane sub- “ 


No other expenditures have been estimated against these funds, since use of 
this fund cannot be scheduled in advance of actual requirements because of 
its emergency character. 


Continuing fund for emergency expenses 


FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR OBLIGATION 


Total available for obligation ........................... 536, 000 500, 000 —36, 000 

Balance available in subsequent 500, 000 

Total obligati 36, 000 }....--....--.- —36, 000 
OBLIGATIONS BY ORJECTS 

07 Other contractual services. 96,000 —36, 000 


42590—54—pt. 2——-32 


| Estimate, | Estimate, | Merease (+) 
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FORCE ACCOUNT WORK 


Mr. Fenton. Congress has set a 12-percent limit on the use of con- 
struction funds for force account work. A a gr from your office 
shows $3,498,000 of force account work in fiscal 1953, and $3,337,000 
estimated for fiscal 1954. What items are covered by these amounts ? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. We would have to supply that for the record. We 
have a supporting schedule. There would be a number of facilities 
of substation character, primarily. If it is satisfactory, we will supply 
that for the record. 

Mr. Fenton. Will you do that? 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 


Force account for 1954 by budget item 


Grand Coulee, midway 
Grand Coulee, Columbia No. 

Grand Coulee, Columbia, Olympia. 

Grand Coulee, Snohomish No. 2...... 

Chief Joseph, Snohomish No. 3 and No. 4- 

Covington, Olympia 

McNary substation 

Southeast Portland area service 

Bonneville, Midway No, 1 to No. 2, Wind River relocation 

Ross, St. Johns conversion.. 

Upper Williamette Valley service 

Southwestern Oregon loop service - - 

Coos Bay area service. 

MéNary, La Grande 

Midway, Moxee 


Spokane area service 


Hot Springs switching station 

Hot Springs, A 

System reactive facilities 


Covington substation addit 
Shelten, Kitsap, Bremerton } 
Chehalis substation additions 
Raymond, Aberdeen 
Okanogan County 


Service to aluminum plant at Wenatchee 
d 
jum bia, lensburg 
Quincy substation 
Moses Lak 


Total, Northwest area._.....- 


North Bonneville substation additions _ 
Troutdale substation additions 

J. D. Ross substation additions 

Clark County service 
Longview area service 
MeMinnville substation additions. 

Astoria substation additions. 

Detroit substation 

North Santiam Valley 

Eugene, Reeds 

City of Springfield 

Middle Fork Willamette River project. 
McKinley-Gold Beach 

Other transmission facilities 


Total, Southwest area 


S85 | | = 


2/8, 


Item 
num- Facility Amount 
ber 
101 
103 
105 
106 
108 | 
111 | 7 
112 
115 } 
117 j 
119 
120 
121 | 
123 | 
132 | | 
137 | 
| | 
146 
147 
148 
150 
225 
228 
304 
341 
399 
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Force account for 1954 by budget item—Continued 


622 | Glenn H. Bell substation additions. 
Spokane, Colville, Spirit 
Ferry County service 
Albeni Falls loo: 
Idaho Panhandle 
Other 
Total, Northeast area 
Midway substation additions 
Benton County 
Franklin substation additions. 
Franklin Count 
Other 
Total, Southeast area_ 
General structures and improvements 
Communication facilities 
Total, general system facilities 
Grand total 


~ Mr. Ricuarpson. That is for 1954 and 1955 that you wanted it? 

Mr. Fenton. 1954 would be all right. What personal services 
and items of cost do you consider come under the congressional 
limitation 

Mr. Ricwarpson. I believe I can answer that. It is, first of all, 
the actual labor payroll. It would also be the per diem cost of the 
employees performing the labor, their direct supervision on the job, 
the cost of transportation and equipment use on the job and any 
supplies, like gasoline, that are consumed on the job. I believe those 
are the major items on that. That does not include the material cost 
that into the job. But it does include the cost of the labor 
and that which is incidental to the labor performing the work, their 
tool cost, their equipment use and the actual cost of per diem. 

There may be other small items, but I believe those are the major 
ones. 

ALLOCATION OF PERSONAL SERVICES TO CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Fenton. The figures obtained from the Bonneville Power 
Administration show an allocation of personnel funds to construc- 
tion projects in the amount of $11,037,396 for the fiscal year 1953, 
$10,650,712 for the fiscal year 1954. 

It appears that the greater part of these services are for — 
neerin design, construction supervision. How can you justify t 


expenditure of 20 to 30 percent of your construction funds for 
personal services? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Mr. Chairman, those estimates are based upon a 
very careful calculation of our construction program as it is devel- 
oped. It is an estimate of the manpower required to do the design 
and all other work. It is based upon careful prebudget estimates 
of the total cost of the project and the scheduling of the work over 
the period which the construction must be taken. 


3 
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That is reviewed several times during the year. We feel that it 
represents a minimum of staff to get the construction work required 
in order to get the lines finished to match the generation coming in. 
It is true that it includes both hourly and annual people, super- 
visors, white-collar or blue-collar workers, laborers, the whole staff. 

I know that is a general answer. I feel that we have developed it 
based upon the specific program, item by item, in the budget. 

Mr. Fenton. In the puree that were just quoted for the personal 
services, are the figures that we quoted for the force account included 
in the personal services ? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes, they are. That part of the force account 
that is labor is included. You recall that I mentioned the force 
account function includes not only the personal services but the 
travel, equipment use and directly related expense. But the per- 
sonal services figure you quoted does include the personal services 
for force account. 

Mr. Fenton. Do those figures that you show for personal services 
and Lew ig account jibe with what you have in the budget on per- 
sonn 

Mr. Ricrarpson. May I be sure that I am looking at the same 
figure, Mr. Chairman, that you are using ? 

Mr. Fenton. In other words, the difference between those figures 
should be what you show in the budget for personal services? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. I am not sure I understand your question now. 
I am sorry. 

Mr. Fenron. You give a figure here of $10,647,850. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. $10,647,850; is that right? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. And the difference between—— 

Mr. Fenton. Between that and the $3,337,000. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I would like to stress again that the $3,337,000 
includes objects other than 01. So you ‘cannot subtract’ $3,337,000 
from the $10,647,000 and arrive at the personal services for all other 
construction services, 

I would have to take out of the $3,337,000 objects other than personal 
services items in there. 

Mr. Fenron. Will you do that and put it in the figure? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. There would be object 02, travel; object 07, other 
contractual services, and some object 08 supplies. Would you like for 
me to: furnish that for the record ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

(The material referred to is as follows:) 


Personal services and other object breakdown of $3,337,000 for construction force 
account, fiscal year 1954 


01 Personal services_ $2, 511, 700 
02 Travel and per diem_ 464, 600 
03 Transportation of things 5, 200 
04 Communications services 
05 Rents and utility services_ 7, 400 
07 Other contractual services_ 65, 100 
08 Supplies and materials. 281, 800 


3, 337, 000 


1231 


OPERATION OF TRANSMISSION SYSTEM 


Mr. Norrewu. I notice in your explanations, I believe on page 87, 
that you had an amount during the current fiscal year of $6,004,000 
for operation and maintenance. Now you have a decrease there for 
operation of transmission system of $9,300. Then you have some 
other decreases: Power marketing, $74,200; administration, $101,300. 
Then you have in the increases: Operation of transmission system, 
$281,700. 

A lot of talk has been made about the Democrats having a large 
budget in years gone by. Iam a Democrat. I understand that you 
are asking this increase cver the Democratic budget of last year? 
What is your explanation of that? 

Mr. Jones. May I answer that, Congressman Norrell? We are 
increasing the number of substations that have to be manned by 10 
between 1954 and 1955, or during this period of time, that is, going 
from 157 to 167 substations. But the increase in cost is greater than 
would appear from that relationship of numbers because we are going 
to have to man three substations as class A substations in 1955. We 
are going from 7 class A substations in 1954 to 10 in 1955 because of 
the increase in capacity of the substations and the increase in the 
responsibility of these substations for maintaining service. 

n addition, we have seven additional class C substations, 

Our standard for the class A substation is to man it with two men, 
around the clock. The average cost for manning a class A substation 
is $60,000 a year. With three additional class A substations it means 
we have, as a part of this $281,700 increase, approximately $180,000 
for that one purpose. 

In addition, the 7 new class C substations will require about $47,000. 
These are substations that are manned by a single ‘ndividual who is 
actually on duty 5 shifts a week but who is on call 24 hours a day the 
balance of the time, except that he is occasionally relieved. 

In addition to the $47,000 for the class C substations, and the $180,- 
000 for the class A substations, we need to increase the number of 
power dispatchers that we have from 13 to 16. Our dispatching 

roblems increase with the number of substations, with the number of 
interconnections we have with other utilities and with the number of 
generating plants that are contributing power to the Federal system. 

We need to increase from 13 to 16 the number of dispatcher posi- 
tions. In order to get the most economical use out of our dispatching, 
in order to keep our costs as low as possible, we have in the last year, 
as authorized by Congress, established a subdispatching office at our 
Alvey substation, near Eugene, Oreg. - 

We plan in 1956 to establish another subdispatching office at our 
Franklin substation, which is in south central Washington. 

These subdispatching stations will handle the dispatching of our 
115-kilovolt facilities and handle the dispatching of the facilities that 
connect the main grid to our customers in the large areas surrounding 
these subdispatching offices. In fact, the office at Franklin will sub- 
dispatch all of the lower voltage facilities east of the Cascade Range 
and the subdispatching facilities at Alvey are now covering all the 
lower voltage facilities up to the Columbia River in Oregon, west of 
the Cascade Mountains. 


! 
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Mr. Norreti. The fact still remains, though, that this administra- 
tion has done this, I assume that you checked over all the personnel 
in your operation and maintenance program, and when you did that 
you reached the conclusion that you could only cut out $184,800 this 
year. But you had to add to your budget request $780,800 due to the 
work that you had to do as outlined there. 

Mr. Jones. Correct, Mr. Congressman. I point out that $500,000 
of this increase is direct transmission maintenance. That is in Mr. 
Sonnits: department, he may wish to give you a picture of how that 
ooks. 

Mr. Norretx. I did not think you would ask for an increase in your 
costs of operation and maintenance. I am a bit surprised to see that, 
due to what has been said about the Democratic expenditures compared 
with the expenditures now. It makes me feel kind of good, at least, 
that you are asking for an increase somewhere, whether it ought to be 
granted or not. 

Do you have any comments to make on that? 

Mr. Pzart. No. As the plant grows, these needs are going to grow. 
You cannot operate a larger plant without increased costs. 

Mr. Norrett. I have been rather nonpolitical on this committee, but 
I can only see the saving of a dollar when there is a minus here and 
the spending of another dollar when there is a plus sign here. That is 
the only way I can tell. There is no further explanation you care to 
make on that? That is all. 


ConsTRUCTION 


FRENCHMAN HILLS AREA SERVICE 


Mr. Fenron. Let us go back to construction. The first item is item 
No. 227, Frenchman Hills area service. Under what circumstances 
would conversion of a heavily loaded 230-kilovolt Grand Coulee-Mid- 
way circuit to 115-kilovolt operation be justified ? 

Mr. Jones. Can I refer that to Mr. Schultz, please ? 

Mr. Scuutrrz. May I refer to the map by way of explanation? I 
will explain it this way, Mr. Chairman. Here is a better map for you. 
We will speak exclusively from that map. It is map 68581. It is about 
in the middle of the group. 

Heretofore the siveaite betevtet Coulee and Midway had been heav- 
ily loaded by reason of the fact that Coulee power was required to 
serve the Portland area. Now, as we added more generators to Coulee, 
we of course added more power over those circuits. 

As a matter of fact, we had to increase the number of circuits be- 
tween Coulee and Midway because of the large demands made by the 
Portland area on Grand Coulee Dam. 


Within recent years we have had authority to proceed with McNary 
Dam, and still later the Dalles Dam. The Grand Coulee and Dalles 
area will be supplying power directly to the Portland area. We tried 
to explain all along to our budget people that we were going to ur- 

e 


posely overload these circuits between Coulee and this area. ave 
to be very, very careful that we do not make an investment that we 
later on lose. We could not avoid building these circuits because 
there was the Coulee power in the Northeast area and Portland de- 
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manded the load. When McNary comes in with full capacity it looks 
as though we can carry the load with two of the circuits rather than 
three. ‘Therefore, we may be able to convert one of those circuits for 
115-kilovolt operation rather than build a new 115-kilovolt. 

That is the way it looks to us, that rather than ask for any new 
circuits, we would rather convert our old circuits and make better 
use of the facilities. 

Mr. Fenton. What will the Bureau of Reclamation pay for your 
power that it takes from your new Frenchman Hills substation? 

Mr. Jones. The Bureau of Reclamation has at Grand Coulee what 
is called reserve power. 

Referring to our memorandum of understanding, this reserve power 
is made available to them at 115 kilovolts or at 230 kilovolts anywhere 
on the transmission system in the Columbia Basin area as needed for 
a pumping. I believe that the account up there is credited with 

alf a mill a kilowatt-hour as generated at the dam, but they do not 
pay us anything for main-stem transmission, in accordance with our 
understanding, as long as they are using otherwise unused capacity in 
our transmission system. 

From 115 down to a lower voltage, we are now negotiating with the 
Bureau that they will pay us for the use of the facilities in precisely 
the same way that any other utility pays for the use of facilities in 
the Northwest. On the basis that I was pointing out this morning, 
it is approximately 1 percent a month on the proportion of the invest- 
ment actually en to take care of the Bureau’s needs. 

In the Frenchman Hills situation, however, they are going to take 
powe¥ at 115 kilovolts and build their own substation, 115,000 down to 
2,400 volts, and use that voltage in their pumping station. That will 
be about 3 miles north of our Frenchman Hills substation. The load 
is around 5,000 kilowatts, as I recall. 

Mr. Fenton. How was the cost of transmitting this power reflected 
in your financial statement ? 

Mr. Jones. How is the cost reflected ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. I will refer that to Mr. Ostrander, if I may. 

Mr. Osrranver. The cost of operating and maintaining the trans- 
mission system is shown in our financial statements. That includes 
all of our facilities. 

As Mr. Jones pointed out, the power that is transmitted for the 
Bureau of Reclamation to these pumping loads is power that we can 
transmit with available capacity in our facilities. So whatever that 
cost would be would be reflected in the regular accounts. There is no 
separate item because we don’t break it down to loads. There is no 
way you can break out the cost for a given transmission system for 
the substation, the cost of transmitting the various loads that go 
through there. 

It is, as Mr. Jones said, spare capacity that we had to use to transmit 
the pumping power. These loads come during the summertime during 
the irrigation. I believe our system is somewhat less loaded at that 
time; is that right, Mr. Schultz? 

Mr. Scuutrz. That is right. 

Mr. Osrranper. It is an offpeak seasonal service that we can supply 
at no extra cost because we have our investment. In that way, the 
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Bureau would not have to duplicate facilities to get the power out to 
the pumping centers. 

Mr. Fenton. What assurances do you have that the irrigation de- 
mand will increase for 1956 to an extent that will make the new 
Frenchman-Hills or Warden substation addition necessary ? 

Mr. Jones. These requirements are based upon the estimates of the 
Bureau of Reclamation as to their plans in the Columbia Basin 
project. You understand that both Frenchman Hills and Warden 
serve more than just the Bureau of Reclamation. The Frenchman 
Hills serves the Grant County Public Utility District which serves 
the entire county and will require power there for the farms that are 
coming into operation, in accordance with the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion’s schedule for furnishing water in that area. 

It is the same way over at Warden. We serve not only the Bureau 
of Reclamation for a small pumping load but we also serve the Wash- 
ington Water Power Co. e serve the Grant County District and 
the Big Bend Cooperative, all of which take power out of the Warden 
substation for distribution to the farmers in that area, which again 
are increasing in number and increasing their requirements in accord- 
ance with the water coming on the land. 

We rely on the Bureau of Reclamation as to when the land is com- 
ing into production, and on the distributors as to how much power 
will be required as a result of that schedule. 

Mr. Fenton. Is there actually an increase of farmland coming into 
irrigation ? 

Mr. Jones. A very sizable increase is coming in. I do not recall, 
but I will be glad to furnish for the record the number of additional 
acres that will be irrigated in 1955 as the result of the Bureau’s 

rogram. 
ir. Fenton. As to the part that is not coming in; why do you need 
these facilities ? 

Mr. Jones. I am sorry. I cannot give you the exact number of 
acres that are coming in. - The schedule has been between 50,000 and 
80,000 a year. I will have to go back and check. 

Mr. Larson. I might add at this point—I have the reclamation 
schedule here—the total acreage for which water is available as of 
June 30, 1953, is 131,000 acres, and the amount to be added in 1954 
is 55,000 acres. The amount to be added in fiscal 1955 is 61,000 acres. 
All of those acreages are pretty well on schedule, since the major part 
of the expenditures for work to make the water available to those 
lands has already been made. So there is substantial acreage coming 
into production. 

Mr. Fenton. It was estimated at the time Grand Coulee was au- 
thorized that about a million acres were to be irrigated. 

Mr. Larson. That would be 1,029,000 acres, of which these that I 
have just related to you have or will have water available to them 
by the end of fiscal 1955. 

Mr. Fenton. How many acres have now been under irrigation since 
Coulee came into operation. 

Mr. Larson. As of June 30 of this last year there were 131,000, 
and during this current fiscal year, let us say by next July, there 
will be an additional 55,000 acres, which totals 186,000 for which 
water will be available. An additional 61,000 will come in during 
that fiscal year in 1955. 
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Mr. Fenton. On page 47 it has been explained that a new Drain 
substation transformer was energized only last November, and alread 
you are requesting an additional one. In this case, as in others whi 
appear to be like it, there seems to have been very poor load estimating 
at the outset. Will you kindly explain that? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. The transformer that was energized last No- 
vember was a transformer that provides power at 33 kilovolts to the 
Douglas Electric Cooperative, which takes power at 2 voltages from 
our substation, 33 kilovolts and 1214 kilovolts. The 12% kilovolt 
loads are also now increasing, and it is planned to add 6,000 kilovolt- 
amperes of capacity to the existing 115—121% kilovolt capacity there 
for both the city of Drain and for the Douglas Electric Cooperative. 

I might say the loads in that area of the Northwest have grown 
more rapidly than almost any other area as a result of the very large 
expansion of the lumber industry in southwestern Oregon, which 
results primarily from the fact that this is the last area in which you 
can find these large Douglas fir trees—the last virgin forests down 
there are being cut. 


NORTHWEST AREA WINTER REFUGE SHELTERS 


Mr. Fenton. Item No. 810, Northeast Area Winter Refuge Shelter. 
Ts not the area to be served near main public highways? As to mainte- 
nance and operation buildings, why would it not be better to rent local 

ace 
PMY. Scuuttz. These shelters are out along the transmission line 
where there are no roads or hardly anything. The snow can become 
very deep in that area. We must have places where these patrolmen 
can repair to in the course of their normal patrols. 

Mr. Fenton. Have you any buildings there now? 

Mr. Scuuurz. No, sir. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. That particular section or area, the transmission 
line was built in terms of the shortest distance to get over there, and 
it passed through an area not served by normal roads. A good deal 
of that area that the transmission line goes over is not in normal 
highway condition. You have to get to it from forest highways and 
trails. It is very difficult to get equipment in there in the wintertime. 

For that reason, it is felt essential by our engineers that we have 
immediate equipment on hand there so we can get it in there if there 
is an outage, and can get it to the job; is that not correct, Mr. Schultz? 

Mr. Scuuttz. Yes. I may have overstated my case just a moment 
ago. Iwas referring to the shelter for the Newport-Troy line. There 
are other places in these remote areas where we have small villages 
and it is impossible to get the type of shelter you need for these patrol- 
men that go over the line. So we have these prefabricated Sellabans. 
They are relatively inexpensive. It is the only way you can do it. 

r. Jones. You might dramatize that by citing experiences we had 
in December last. year when we had some difficulty. Because of the 
difficulty of getting in and out of the location it was possible for the 
repairmen to work only 2 hours a day, whereas if they had a shelter 
to which they could have retired in the vicinity, they would have been 
able to put in 6 or 7 hours a day. But getting into and out of there 
required 6 hours out of the 8-hour day. 

Mr. Norretz. Do you plan to construct any roads in there? 


it 
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Mr. Jones. In this case they were going over 8 feet of snow, and 
it would not have made any difference whether there were roads 
or not. 

Mr. Norrett. What would they cost? 

Mr. Scnutrz. These are low in cost. i 

Mr. Ricuarpson. There are six of them. It is about $7,000 apiece. 


RADIO, TELEMETER, AND CARRIER-CURRENT EQUIPMENT 


Mr. Fenton. On pages 66, 67, and 68 you show radiostation tele- 
meter, carrier-current equipment. Explain the need for those. 

Mr. Scuutrz. These are facilities that will make use of the micro- 
wave equipment and other communications equipment that has already 
been authorized. With this first item at the bottom of page 66, where 
we say “fixed radiostations,” by installing those stations it will be 
possible for our dispatchers to talk directly to our line crews in their 
line truck. That is part of the program to cover the area, 

The item of supervisory peer is a means mainly whereby we tend 
to reduce our operators and achieve economies. We do not put the 
supervisory in unless we show substantial savings. This supervisory 
control equipment makes it possible to achieve the savings. 

As time goes on we expect to have more and more of our facilities 
operated by remote control rather than by direct operators. 

The last two items, carrier-current communications, are communi- 
cations for those particular transmission lines for which microwave 
is not provided, and it is part of the normal equipment needed for 
servicing the transmission lines. The last item is sleet detectors, 
which are devices on the line to detect sleet before it bears the line 
down. It is all in line with good operation, we believe. 

Mr. Fenton. In our report last year we instructed the Bonneville 
Power to cease operations on the microwave project until we could 
get a report on it. 

Dr. Peart. We have a report on the telemetering program that 
we would like to submit. 

Mr. Scuvutrtz. This is microwave, Dr. Pearl. 

Dr. Peart. IT might report on that. 

Mr. Fenton. Just a moment. We limited your program for this 
fiscal year 1954, the present year, to completion of a microwave instal- 
lation on the main transmission-line sections on which the work is 
nearly completed. The use of these functions is to be tested for a 
year or so to see if further extensions may be justified in comparison 
with continued use of present facilities. 

How much money in total is requested for microwave equipment? 
Do you plan to cover your entire system ? 

Mr. Scuvrrz. We are asking for no new starts in this fiseal year, 
nothing for microwave, All we are asking for is to complete the 
work that was authorized and for which money was appropriated in 
previous years. We have the figures here now for completing that 
work that was under wav. We are asking to complete the work that 
was started. Are these the answers you wish ? 

Mr. Fenton. Then there is not any money, as I understand it, in 
the present justification ? 

Mr. Scuvtrz. Only to carry forward the work that was started in 
previous years. 
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Mr. Fenton. How much is that? 

Mr. Scuutrz. The work that was started in 1952 will ches pee next 
year $104,000. That which was started in fiscal 1953 will require 
$205,000 for 1955, and starts in 1954, $129,000. 

That is for equipment that has been purchased, and on hand, and 
much of which is on hand. It also includes land mobile radio. For 
microwave only we are asking $187,000 in fiscal year 1955 to carry for- 
ward work. 

Mr. Fenton. Of course, the report says, Mr. Schultz, that the 1954 
program was to be limited to completion of microwave installations 
on the main transmission line section, under which the work is nearly 
completed. You completed that work in 1954? 

r. Scnvutrz. When we said, “nearly completed” we already had 
those facilities purchased. We just carried forward what we thought 
was the program to completion. You understand that we are con- 
fining our activities strictly to the main grid. We have not extended 
it beyond the systems as you have it there, 

Mr. Fenton. Will use of this equipment reduce operating costs? 
If so, what do you estimate is the annual savings, and how long will it 
take to pay for itself? 

Mr. Scuurrz. We know that it is going to pay for itself. May I 
report that since last year microwave has now been accepted as a tool 
by a large number of utility systems throughout the country. As a 
matter of fact, it is receiving universal acceptance for that type of 
activity. 

We can give you, I think, an economic analysis to show you what 
the savings would be and what would be the benefits from this facility. 
We have that. 

Mr. Fenton. Yes, we understand. 

Mr. Scuutrz. We would have to compare it to some other facility. 
The only facility we could compare it to would be telephone services. 
We could give you that comparison, we believe. 

Mr. Fenton. Will you put a statement on that inthe record? (The 
material referred to is as follows :) 

_ The estimated annual cost of the presently approved microwave system is 
$781,000. The estimated annual lease charges for facilities to provide the equiv- 
alent number of intelligence channels, without reference to their usability, would 
be $1,280,000. However, engineering studies and experience have shown that 
leased facilities cannot be used for certain types of relaying, fault locating and 
dispatching services. Comparison with alternate methods—carrier and leased 
circuits—shows distinct advantages to microwave as follows: 

Carrier 


Additional carrier channels cannot be used because the available frequency 
spectrum is practically filled to saturation especially in the areas covered by the 
main grid. 


Leased telephone facilities 

(a) Leased facilities are not sufficiently reliable for dispatching purposes 
because our experience shows that they are more susceptible during storms to 
long time outages than the power transmission circuits they would be intended 
to control. 

(b) Leased facilities cannot be used for our most important requirement of 
high speed relaying and reclosing of the high voltage, high capacity transmission 
lines and automatic fault location. Experience has shown that the use of leased 
circuits for relaying leads to repeated misoperations, and the use of these cir- 
cuits for high powerline relaying has been abandoned. In the case of fault loea- 
tion the band width requirement precludes the use of standard telephone chan- 
nels. 
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(c) The telephone company also does not have facilities suitable for system 
coverage by mobile radio, particularly under frequency assignment difficulties 
and regulations which preclude that possibility. Mobile radio is vital to the 
maintenance of the system in times of line fault or disaster. This type of mobile 
radio is also used by the dispatchers for switching directions at the smaller 
unmanned subbstations. With these limitations in mind the usable leased 
services would cost $856,000 annually as compared with $781,000 for the entire 
LPA microwave system. 


Microwave—adiditional benefits 


(a) Affords a new medium for improved high speed system protection, thereby 
increasing the stable power limit of the existing system. 

(b) Makes possible basic changes in system design practice leading to savings 
in costly oil circuit breakers and decreasing transmission line mileage by per- 
mitting the use of multiterminal lines, 

Engineering studies have shown that these last two benefits available from 
microwave which are not feasible on leased circuits will more than pay for the 
cost of the entire microwave system. 


Mr. Fenton, Now, also in our report last year we told you that 
the committee desired that a very careful study be given to the pro- 
gram for telemetering installations at the plants of other utilties. 

Dr, Peart, That is the report. 

Mr. Fenton. Will you insert it at this point in the record, and will 
you brief it for us at this time! 

(The report referred to follows :) 


REporT ON GENERATION TELEMETERING PROGRAM 


The generation telemetering program originally was initiated after informal 
discussions by various operating people revealed that continuing information 
on area capabilities in conjunction with area loads plus our own generation and 
tie-line loadings would enable our dispatchers to : 


1. Maintain the maximum available transmission reserve to the areas most 
critically loaded. 

2. Provide maximum system reliability during storm periods by arrangement 
of reserve to threatened areas. 

8. Have minute-to-minute knowledge of all available unused generation that 
is available in emergencies. This will make it possible for the dispatcher to 
act more quickly and intelligently in case of major pool breakups. The dis- 
patcher will know at all times the deficiency of generation in each area, and to 
what extent loads must be dropped to restore the area frequency to normal and 
cow are that area to be resynchronized with the rest of the pool. For example, 

ad this intelligence been available at the time of the June 6, 1950, outage, service 
could have been restored to normal at least 20 minutes earlier than it was. 

4, Carry the maximum amount of load during the critical periods and prevent 
dropping of customer loads before all available generation is in service and being 
used to the maximum. 

The availability of total area load indication in the dispatching offices of 
the larger companies will aid materially in providing better regulation of pool 
freqeuncy as it would give immediate indication to the operator of requirements 
for maintaining scheduled generation on his system. This information would 
be readily available for each utility desiring this information. 

It can be seen from the attached chart issued by the Northwest power pool 
December 28, 1953, showing the area loads and resources and required imports, 
that the imports required over the peak represent a large percentage of each 
area’s requirements, and that intelligence in the form of each area’s generation 
when used as specified above would be of great value. 

To provide the required information, only totalized quantities of hydro genera- 
tion and steam generation of each system are required. Segregated information 
of any individual plant other than those on the Federal system is not contem- 
plated in this plan. The information from most of the plants is available at 
the various dispatching offices in the area. Additional installations would be 
required in a few instances, 
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Recognizing the benefits or generation telemetering to the power pool and to 
our own operation of the Federal system, the Administration has completed 
agreements with the Washington Water Power Co., United States Navy at 
Bremerton, Seattle City Light, Eugene Water Board, and Cowlitz County PUD 
to receive and telemeter each agency’s generation quantities. Equipment to carry 
out these understandings is on hand or being installed. 

Installation of Seattle City Light generation telemetering was completed De- 
cember 10, 1953. Installation of Eugene Water Board and the Washington Water 
Power equipment is now underway and scheduled for completion in March 1954 
and in April 1954, respectively. Energization of equipment for the Cowlitz County 
PUD and the United States Navy Yard is scheduled for February 1954 and June 
1954, respectively. 

Having not reached agreement with Puget Sound Power & Light, Pacific 
Power & Light, Portland General Electric, and Tacoma City Light, all affiliated 
work pertaining to the telemetering of generation quantities from these utilities 
has been suspended. At such time as any of these utilities expresses a desire 
to participate in this program, it could be effectuated quite promptly by tem- 
porary utilization of equipment already installed or in process of installation. 
It is not necessary, therefore, that equipment be kept on hand for this specific 
purpose, 
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Mr. Jones. We had at this time last year arranged for telemetering 
of all the interconnections between the Senile Power Administra- 
tion and the other utilities in the Northwest, and had also received 
approval from the Washington Water Power Co. and the city of 
Seattle for total generated quantities from those two utilities. } 

The approval was on the basis that the information we were getting 
would be of use to the utilities themselves, as well as to us, and that 
we in turn would reciprocate by giving them total generated quanti- 
ties on the Federal system which would be useful to them in their 
dispatching procedure. 

Since that time, as you know, there was opposition expressed here 
by some of the private companies last year as to our telemetering 
their generating quantities. We, of course, said if they objected we 
certainly were not going to enter into these reciprocal agreements 
with them and would stop any activity of that kind. 

Just before coming down to the hearings this time we had a com- 
munication from Mr. Don McClung, who is the vice president of the 
Pacific Power & Light Co., saying that his company was now willing 
and anxious to go ahead with the joint telemetering program, so that 
will be the only additional generation telemetering that I can report 
that will go ahead. 

If the other utilities, the Portland General Electric Co., and the 
city of Tacoma, wish to come in on this later, I assume the committee 
would have no objection. 

or Fenton. You are not prepared to give us the result at this 
time 

Mr. Jonzs. I can only state at this time we have not telemetered 
any generating quantities except at the Washington Water Power 
Co., and the city of Seattle, which was already underway last year. 
We stopped the program except for those two, which were already 
under construction. 

COOS BAY AREA 


Mr. Fenton. There has been some change made in the Coos Bay 
area. Can you outline for us the proposed changes that you are going 
to make that are not reflected in the budget at this time? 

Mr. Scuutrz. This would have to do with the map 65583, In 
accordance with our understanding last year with the California- 
Oregon Power Co., we submitted and had approved a plan for build- 
ing a transmission line from a point known as Nickel Mountain to 
Norway, Oreg. 

Mr. Fenton. Where is Nickel Mountain? 

Mr. Scuvutrz. Nickel Mountain is a spot about 26 miles south of 
Roseburg—we do not show Roseburg on the map—but as you will see 
on the map it is a green dot and marked “Nickel Mountain.” It is the 
last green dot on the map. 

The thought there was that we would build that circuit and tempo- 
rarily we would have it served off the system of the California-Oregon 
Power Co., on the basis of a transfer arrangement where we would 
deliver power to the company at certain points and they in turn would 
deliver to us at certain points, including among other things, this 
Nickel Mountain point of delivery. Since that circuit was approved 
and work gotten underway, a new study was made of the situation 


1242 


and a discussion was had with the California-Oregon Power Co., to 
see whether they had a plan that they would prefer to the one that was 
already worked out, and whether the Federal Government could save 
money under it. 

The result of our discussions with the California-Oregon Power 
Co., was that we would, instead of building from Nickel Mountain 
over to Norway, build a circuit—I believe it is marked on your map 
there—build a section of a line from a point in the vicinity of Reston— 
you will see that inserted in pencil—over to McKinley, and we would 
arrange to operate that line parallel with the existing circuits over the 
same route of the California-Oregon Power Co. 

As part of that arrangement, though, the California-Oregon Power 
Co., would sell to us that parallel section from near Reston to McKin- 
ley, inasmuch as they will have no longer any use for that circuit ; this 
section is outside of their service area and they have no need for it. 
BPA would rehabilitate it to serve its customers in the coastal area. 
The company in turn would take care of our load at Nickel Mountain. 

You will see in both cases, whether it is Nickel Mountain to Norway, 
or from Reston over to McKinley, we must depend on the system of 
= California-Oregon Power Co., to deliver power at those particu- 

ar points. 

ell, the thought in both cases is that in a future budget program 
we would build down from Alvey—that is Eugene—and reinforce the 
power facilities that we needed for our load and thus relieve the com- 
pany. That is part of the plan now. The result of all of this is that 
we have a new plan of service that will call for less funds in the im- 
mediate program and will call for less money in the eventual plan 
of service. 

Mr. Fenton. You have not started any construction from Nickel 
Mountain over to Norway ? 

Mr. Scuutrz. No, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. You had funds for it in 1954? 

Mr. Scruurz. We had funds. 

Mr. Fenton. How much was that? 

Mr. Scuutrz. I think $1,200,000, roughly. We spent, I think, 
phar on surveys. But there was nothing on actual construction 
work, 

Mr. Fenton. How much is this line from MeKinley to Reston ? 

Mr. Scruttz. We have those figures. I think we can give you a 
complete breakdown of those. 

Mr. Fenton. Did you mean to imply that you will also have to 
build a line from Reston up to Eugene? 

Mr. Scuvtrz. That will be needed in any event in future programs, 
if we are to serve that load, whether it is from Nickel Mountain or 
from Reston. That would be required, sir, because we would other- 
wise be overloading the facilities of the California-Oregon Power Co. 
But it is not called for in any of the budget programs up to now. 

Mr. Fenton. You have no other lines coming down in that area 
Bagea; other than what you are contemplating building in the 

uture 

Mr. Scuuttz. We have one circuit that is coming down, one low- 
voltage circuit that is already overloaded. We will have difficulty 
serving southern coastal areas until relief is provided. 
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Mr. Fenton. That comes back to my first question, then, how much 
will this line cost from Reston to McKinley ¢ 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Including the substation and facilities at Me- 
Kinley and Reston, the building of the new line and the acquisition 
and rehabilitation of the second Mas is estimated at $3,530,000. 

Mr. Fenton. As against what, as to Nickel Mountain ? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. $3,704,000. The amount of savings is about 
$166,000. 

Mr. Fenton. There is a little line between Hanna and Nickel Moun- 
tain facilities. How much is that going to cost? 

Mr. Scuutrz. That line will be built by COPCO. 

Mr. Fenton. Do you know how much it will be? 

Mr. Scuvttz. We do not know because they will be responsible for 
building. The power company will build that; we will not. 

Mr. Fenton. Do you know what the estimate is? 

Mr. Scuutrz. No, I do not, sir. I think we could get it. 

Mr. Fenton. Can you give us an estimate? 

Mr. Scuuttz. Yes, wecan. Would it be ali right if we put it in the 
record ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 
(The material referred to is as follows :) 


The Hanna-Nickel Mountain Line is estimated by BPA to cost about $44,000. 


Mr. Fenton. With what are you going to build this new line pro- 
posed from McKinley to Reston? Are you going to come in with a 
supplemental or do we have to worry about how you are going to get 
the money for it? 

Mr. Scuuttz. We are going to do it within available funds which 
are already allowed for the Nickel Mountain-Norway line. 

Mr. Fenton. You are going to transfer those funds? 

Mr. Scerutrz. That would be the proposal. 

Mr. Ricnarpson. May I make a complete statement on that, Mr. 
Chairman? We propose to use the funds that have not been spent on 
the Nickel Mountain line, plus the estimate for 1955 for the Nickel 
Mountain-Myrtle Point line, if granted by Congress, to be applied 
to build this new line and substation facilities. 

In addition, we expect to be able to use some materials on hand or 
on order to help finance this program. We will not have to ask for 
any more money than is now requested of the Congress in 1955 in 
order to carry forward the program that Mr. Schultz has outlined. 

Mr. Fenton. How much will that amount to? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. We estimate now that will be $1,258,000 in 1954 
and $1,422,000 in 1955. That compares with the budget as submitted 
of $1,258,000 for 1954 and $1,183,000 for 1955. 

If you add those two together you find that our new plan requires 
$239,000 more in total between the 2 years than we have in the budget. 
We proposed to finance that as follows, that on page BPA-11, the last 
item, less use of inventory is shown at $354,000. We expect to in- 
crease that by an additional $239,000, making a new total for use of 
inventory in 1955 of $593,000. So, the net grand total program would 
be exactly the same. 

One further point, Mr. Chairman. This program change is sub- 
mitted for the approval of the committee, and no actual construction 
work will be undertaken until the Congress indicates their approval 
42590—54—pt. 2 
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of this changed plan. It has been approved by the Budget Bureau, and 
the Department is transmitting or may have transmitted—I believe it 
will be submitted in the next day or so—the Secretary’s approval of 
this program, and indicates the Budget Bureau has also been consulted 
and their approval is given. 

The Secretary’s letter will be submitted to this committee. 

Mr. Fenton. What kind of authorization do you mean, legislative 
authorization, or appropriation ? 

Mr. Larson. A program adjustment that has been approved by the 
Bureau of the Budget as the result of this changing plan. 

Mr. Norretyi. Will you explain to the committee why you have 
changed your desires regarding the transmission lines here? What 
was your consideration ? 

Mr. Scuuttz. That came about, Mr. Norrell, as a result more of a 
desire on the part of the utility company down there for this plan 
of service rather than the other one. They raised some questions 
after we had reached 

Mr. Norrets. Was that because the utilities in that area really 
desired these lines to be constructed ? 

Mr. Scuutrz. The one utility company, California-Oregon Power 
Co. They seem to prefer this new plan. We found it would be 
the least cost to us, and it met with acceptance by all the other 
utilities. Soon that basis we felt impelled to go along. 

Mr. Norrett. Would that be a line that the utility should right- 
fully construct or not? 

Mr. Scuvurrz. So far as Bonneville is concerned, we find advan- 
tages to the new plan as against the old one. The only difference 
now is, as far as we are concerned, with this plan and the previous 
one is that the California-Oregon Power Co. accepts full continuing 
responsibility for providing transmission facilities to that Hanna 
load at Nickel Mountain. They have incurred that responsibility. 
It is part of our agreement that they will provide the transmission 
capacity and they will be responsible for it. We have been relieved 
of that particular burden. 

Mr. Norrety. So you actually construe the matter to be in the 
interest of the Government to accept the change? 

Mr. Scuvuttz. That is right, sir. 


NEW CONSTRUCTION BY PRIVATE UTILITIES 


Mr. Fenton. What, if any, new construction by private utilities is 
taking place at this time in your whole Bonneville area ? 

Mr. Scuvtrz. I suppose you mean new generating facilities as well 
as transmission ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. May I respond to that? The following utilities are 
developing additional generation at this time, either within the Bonne- 
ville territory or on the fringes of it, and propose to interconnect 
with it: ; 

The city of Seattle will bring on the line there the No. 3 unit at 
the Ross plant, which has a rating of 90,000 kilowatts, in February, 
that is, this month; and the fourth unit, which will be the last unit 
there, another 90,000-kilowatt unit in July 1957. They are also 
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increasing the height of the diversion dam for their Gorge plant, 
which will increase the power capacity of that plant on the Skagit 
River. 

As I mentioned, the West Kootenay Power & Light Co. is building 
its Waneta plant on the Pend Oreille, which is proposed to connect 
with the Northwest grid. 

The Pend Oreille PUD is building the plant on the Pend Oreille 
River in the United States. This will have four 15,000-kilowatt units 
with a capability of 48,000 kilowatts at 100 percent of load factor 
and an installed capacity of 60,000 kilowatts. Those units will come 
on in the period from June through November of this year. 

The city of Tacoma is rehabilitating and adding to its No. 2 steam 
plant, which will increase the capacity of that plant by 25,000 kilo- 
watts, and that work is expected to be completed in August of this year. 

The British-Columbia Electric Co., which is connected to us at 
the north, is increasing the capacity of its reservoir for its Bridge 
River plants and will p Bion the increased capacity available in two 
steps. The first step will be available in August of this year, to be 
followed by another step in August of next year. 

They are also installing another additional 135,00 kilowatts of 
capacity of 3 units of 45,000 kilowatts each. The first unit is to be 
available in August of this year, followed by one unit in each year in 
1955 and 1956. 

They are also building a new plant on Seton Creek, which will have 
a capacity of 42,000 kilowatts and will be available in October of 1955. 

Mr. Fenton. Where is Seton Creek? 

Mr. Jones. I do not believe I have a map here to show you that. It 
is a tributary of the Bridge River up there, and will work with the 
Bridge River plant and the British Columbia Electric Co. 

Mr. Fenton. In Canada? 

Mr. Jones. That is right. The Montana Power Co. is installing the 
third unit at their Kerr plant on the Flathead River with 56,000 kilo- 
poy of additional capacity, which will be available in October of 
1954. 

The Utah Power & Light Co., which is a part of the eastern group 
of the Northwest power pool, is bringing in its No. 1 unit at its Carbon 
steam plant, which is ab and new plant, in December 1954 with 66,- 
000 kilowatts, and is adding its No. 3 unit at the Gadsby plant, which 
is already constructed. This will have a capacity of 100,000 kilowatts. 
They are retiring their old Jordan steam plant units 1 and 2, so they 
will have a net increase in capacity of 148,000 kilowatts by June of 
next year. This Utah power is not available to the Northwest utili- 
ties because of transmission bottlenecks and local needs. 

The city of Centralia is putting a new unit in its Nisqually River 
plant, called the Yelm plant, which will have 5,000 kilowatts of rated 

he Portland General Electric Co. is putting in additional storage 
as pir Meadows on the Oak Grove Fork of the Clackamas River 
which will be available late during next year’s storage season to 
meet loads. 

The largest capacity installation in the Northwest now planned by 
any of the utilities out there is that of the California-Oregon Power 
Co. They have planned a total of 10 additional plants or units of 
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lants which are scheduled all the way from December of 1954 to 
Eecosaber of 1960, with a total increase in capacity of 439,000 kilo- 
watts. Much of this new capacity is only tentative as engineering, 
financing, and licensing are not completed. 

Mr. Fenton. What is it, hydropower? 

Mr. Jones. Yes; all hydro, sir. 

This includes their Lemolo Nos. 1 and 2 on the Umpqua River, 
their McCloud Nos. 1, 2, and 3 on the McCloud River, Big Bend 
plants Nos. 1, 2, and 3; Iron Gate, Salt Caves, and the Keno plant 
all on the Klamath River. 

That is the extent of the plans of the private companies and non- 
Peseeel public agencies in the Northwest as they have been revealed so 

ar. 

In addition to these plans, there are a number of applications 
by non-Federal utilities for licenses to construct large hydroelectric 
osm in the Northwest. I understand that there is now before the 

ongress a bill to deauthorize Priest Rapids as a Federal project so 
that Grant County PUD can build that plant. There is also a 
proposal for construction on a pene basis of the Rocky Reach 
plant by the Chelan County Public Utility District. 

I believe 5 of the large privately owned companies in the North- 
west are considering banding together for the proposal to construct 2 
plants on the Ciearwater River in Idaho. These plans were referred 
to by Mr. Schultz this morning in saying that these are one of the 
unknown factors in this problem of the McNary-Walla Walla facility. 
There is a license application by the Montana Power Co. to construct 
Buffalo Rapids, which would be located in the reservoir area of the 
proposed Paradise project in Montana. 

ere is an application for a license by the Puget Sound Power & 
Light Co. for construction of the Wells project on the Columbia River. 
There is still a proposal by the city of Tacoma to construct two plants 
on the Cowlitz River, which has been held up so far by a controversy 
with the fish people as to the salmon breeding on the river. The city 
of Seattle has applied for a license for the boundary project on the 
Pend Oreille River just below the Canadian line. 

Mr. Fenton. Those plans that are under construction in those pro- 
aay certainly add a great deal to the power pool up there. Do you 

ow how much? 

Mr. Jones. No, I have not made an exact tabulation of everythin 
that has been proposed. But, roughly, I would say that the schedul 
projects, some of them only tentative, total about 1 million kilowatts 
and projects under preliminary investigations total 4 million kilowatts. 

Mr. Fenton. You mentioned the British and Canadian facilities 
that are being built. How do they participate in our Bonneville setup? 

Mr. Jones. During World War II the Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration obtained funds to construct a transmission line up to the 
Canadian border to connect with the British Columbia Electric Co. 
The justification for that line at the time that it was constructed was 
on the basis that we would export power to British Columbia to in- 
crease their war potential, that is, their war production potential. 

After the war, however, it became useful primarily as a line to 
obtain surplus power from the British Columbia Electric Co. to feed 
into the Northwest power pool. The contractual arrangements by 
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which that is done is that a contract is made between the five private 
companies of the western group of the Northwest. power pool, operat- 
ing in what is called the Intercompany pool, which buy power from 
the British Columbia Electric Co. on a firm basis. I believe they 
buy 30,000 kilowatts of firm power. They also take on a dump basis 
the power that the British Columbia Electric Co. has over “n'y above 
the firm amount that they can guarantee to give and then finally the 
British Columbia Electric Co. from time to time, when the companies 
cannot absorb additional power on their own system, worked out ar 
arrangement with the Bonneville Power Administration to—we cal 
it storing water in Grand Coulee Dam—what they do is furnish power 
to us and we generate less at Grand Coulee and they obtain rights 
to water behind Grand Coulee Dam the same as other utilities. 

We work out arrangements to maximize the efforts of all the plants 
out there and conserve the water. 

Mr. Fenton. Are the preferred customers out in the Northwest 
getting all the power that they require ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. The municipal systems, the public utility 
districts, and the rural electric cooperatives in the Northwest have 
contracts with the Bonneville Power Administration for their require- 
ments. 

Mr. Fenton. So the private industries out there are not supplied 
before the preferred customers ? 

Mr. Jones. That is right, sir. 


POWER SHORTAGE IN BONNEVILLE AREA 


Mr. Norrett. I would like to ask a general question. Have you had 
during the last year anything like a power shortage in the Bonneville 
area ? 

Mr. Jones. Have we had a shortage during the last year? 

As you will recall, at the time Bonneville appeared for its appro- 
priation last ‘hr we had just gone through a period of severe power 


shortage in which there had been curtailment of loads in the Northwest 
as the result of the rulings of the Defense Electric Power Administra- 
tion here in Washington. 

The curtailments were necessary in order to make the loads match 
the capacity, and were instituted solely against the large industrial 
customers of the Government and of the other utilities. However, 
we have had excellent water conditions since January of 1953, and 
particularly this fall we have had a higher than median flow through- 
out what we call our critical period, the storage release periods from 
September 15, and we have been able to serve all the industrial loads, 
including those dependent upon interruptible power during this 
critical period without the use of more than a minimum amount of 
steam. 

Mr. Norretx. Are you continuing to have increased consumption of 
power in that area? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Norrets.. Has it been an average increase this year over previous 
years or has it been a little more? 

Mr. Jones. The actual statistics on that show that this year the 
increase has been larger than in previous years, but that is somewhat 
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misleading because last year we did have this curtailment which kept 
the loads last year from growing as much as they normally would. 

I would say the loads have grown about the same rate, but the 
statistics would indicate they have grown more rapidly. 

Mr. Norrety. I think power companies normally keep back a certain 
amount of power for sale. I mean by that that they do not actually 
sell it all before they we Sng have a shortage of power. There is a 
little surplus, always. You know what I am talking about. 

Mr. Jones. What we call reserves. 

Mr. Norre.i. Have you had that normal surplus or has it been more 
or less than the average power you would want to keep in reserve? 

Mr. Jonzs. I do not think we have had a margin of safety in the 
Northwest for many years. This year we hit a peak in January of 
over 3,300,000 kilowatts on the Federal system, and our capability at 
that time was just about 3,311,000 kilowatts. So we are right up to 
our full capacity there with very little reserve. 

There was, however, in the Northwest at that time unused capacity 
of considerable amount which was idle because it is high-cost steam. 
So we were in no danger of curtailment this year at all. 

Mr. Norrett. Will your production in another year be much in 
excess of your production during the last year? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir; our production is going up quite rapidly, if I 
may give you some figures on that. 

Putting it in terms of prime energy, or the total number of kilowatt- 
hours divided by the hours of the year, the prime capacity of the 
Federal system : Meth the next fiscal year, after allowance has been 
made for transmission losses, will come to 2,278,000 kilowatts, which 
is about 400,000 kilowatts more than our prime capacity this year. 
In the following year it goes to 2,629,000, and by successive steps 
reaches by 1959 and 1960 about 314 million kilowatts. 

That comes about as the result of the new production at the comple- 
tion of McNary Dam, which has just started generators on the line, 
Chief Joseph, which will have its first production in 1955, Lookout and 
Dexter, which will have its production in this year, and The Dall 
which will bring in its first generation now in 1958, as I understan 
the schedule. 

That will very greatly increase our production capacity, about 
doubling it, from the present time until 1959 and 1960. 

Mr. Norrett. Do you know anything about the increases of the 
utilities in the area? Are they making any increases in their pro- 
duction ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, as I indicated a minute ago, they are adding sizable 

uantities of generation and planning to add sizable quantities. On 
the basis of the plants that are so far under construction, however, not 
counting the ones for which they are applying for licenses or the ones 
that they are talking about, there will still be a substantial shortage of 
power under low-water conditions in any one of the next 10 years, as 
far as we can see. 

The shortage gets very substantial when you get to the 10th year. 
In terms of prime power, even after the use of all steam generation, it 
is considerably in excess of 1 million kilowatts, 

Mr. Norrety. So far as gigas can tel] at this time that will be 
sufficient, all told, to supply the needs of that area in the immediate 
time to come, that is, next year or so? 
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Mr. Jonzs. Yes. 

Mr. Fenton. Dr. Pearl, is there anything else you would like to 
add before we adjourn? 

Dr. Peart. This morning there was one question that I do not be- 
lieve we completed entirely regarding the fuser plant. 

Bonneville has a 20-year power supply contract with Harvey. We 
have a supplemental bill. The question of when that will appear be- 
fore this group—you were on the phone, Mr. Larson, and we could 
not ask you. 

Mr. Larson. That may come up as the first supplemental, I imagine, 
around the last part of this aadk or the first part of next month. 

Mr. Norrell. The point this morning was whether or not you could 
ean let that matter ride. at do you tell the committee 
now 

Dr. Peart. I think really this morning the answer was this, that if 
Harvey did not go ahead with his plant that the present facility would 
handle Dalles. Is that a correct statement ? 

Mr. Scuvurz. That is correct. 

Mr. Norrety. So that is what you are going to do? 

Mr. Scuutrz. That is on the assumption there is a 1-year delay in the 
Dalles program. 

Mr. Jones. That is in accordance with the President’s program. 

_ Mr. Fenton, All right. If you have nothing further, we will ad- 
ourn. 
: Dr. Peart. We thank you for listening to our side of the story. 

Mr. Fenton. Thank you, Doctor, for your presence. 


Fray, Fepsrvary 12, 1954. 
ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Savarres AND EXPENsEs 
WITNESSES 


D. OTIS BEASLEY, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
CLARENCE A. DAVIS, SOLICITOR 

JOHN G. MARR, DIRECTOR, TECHNICAL REVIEW STAFF 

SIDNEY D. LARSON, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF BUDGET AND FINANCE 
JOSEPH M. BREEN, CHIEF, BUDGET UNIT 


Amounts available for obligation 


1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
$2, 525, 000 $2, 325, 000 $2, 330, 000 
Reimbursements from other accounts___.._...-.....---..---- 13, 025 15, 000 15, 000 
Total available for obligation _-...............--...-..-- 2, 538, 025 2, 340, 000 2, 345, 000 
Unobligated balance, estimated —174, 772 
ee 2, 363, 253 2, 340, 000 2, 345, 000 
Comparative transfer from ‘Salaries and expenses, defense 
2, 495, 623 2, 367, 300 2, 345, 000 
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Obligations by activities 


Description 


1953 actual 


Direct Obligatians 


1. Departmental direction 

2. Program direction and coordination _. 
3. e Management services... 
4. Legal services____ 

5. General services 


Total direct obligations 
Obligations Payable Out of Reimbursements From Other Accounts 


5. Oeneral services 


Total obligations payable out of reimbursements from 
other accounts 


2, 495, 623 


Obligations by objects 


Object classification 


1953 actual 


1954 estimate 


Summary of Personal Services 


Total number of permanent positions 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 
Average number of all employees 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary 
Average grade 
Crafts, protective, and custodial grades: 


Personal service obligations: 
Permanent positions 
Other positions 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base 
Payment above basic rates 
Payment to other agencies for reimbursable details. 


Total personal service obligations 
Direct Obligations 


Personal services... 
Travel 
Transportation of things. 
Communication 
Rents and utility services 
Printing and reproduction 
Other contractual services 

Services performed by other agencies 
Supplies and materials 
Equipment. 
Refunds, awards, and indemnities. 
Taxes and assessments 


Total direct obligations 
Obligations Payable Out of Reimbursements From Other Accounts 


Printing and reproduction 
Supplies and materials 


Total obltentions payable out of reimbursements from 
other accounts 


mon 
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‘ 
| 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
q 
» $264, 008 $284, 674 $284, 674 
896, 458 687, 300 665 000 
x) 917,195 958, 193 GAR, 193 
75, 085 96, 286 96, 286 
= = = = = | 
2. Program direction and coordination. 647 3, 000 3, 000 
3. Administrative management services se bebbbdiessaudee 7, 697 8, 000 8, 009 
4, 436 3, 009 3, 000 ; 
E1955 estimate 
3 3 2 
widubbicdéntedaoes $6, 236 $6, 346 $6, 391 
GS-9.0 GS-9.0 GS-9.0 
$3, 078 $3, 089 $3, 124 
SS 
$2,198,240 | $2,067,158 | $2, 044, 443 
35, 517 25, 100 24, 100 ) 
9, 530 8, 129 8, 544 
8, 024 3, 575 4, 575 , 
2, 245, 448 2, 096, 2,074, 662 
53, 708 95, 95, 812 
2, 696 350 
2, 921 1, 1, 600 
51, 081 58, 58, 743 | 
47, 469 24, 24, 428 
OL 14) 814 15, 15, 000 
17, 815 18, 18, 104 
HE'S 2, 620 550 
04 Communication services. 590 500 
06 inal 4, 262 3, 500 
Total obligations. 2, 495,623 | 2, 345, 000 


Analysis of expenditures 
1953 actual | 1954 estimate | 1955 estimate 
Unliquidated obligations, start of year......................-- $213, 691 $240, 756 $225, 756 
Ob ions incurred during the year........-.-........-..----- 2, 363, 253 2, 340, 000 2, 345, 000 
2, 604, 314 2, 580, 756 2, 570, 756 
Deduct: 

Obligated balance carried to certified claims account. 
Unliquidated obligations, end of year_____..........._._-- 240, 756 225, 756 225, 756 
2, 336, 667 2, 340, 000 2, 330, 000 

Expenditures are distributed as follows: 
Out of current authorizations. ._..............-...--.-.--- 2, 133, 497 2, 110, 000 2, 110, 000 
Out of prior authorizations................-......----.----- 203, 170 230, 000 220, 000 


Mr. Jensen. The committee will come to order. We will take up 
this afternoon “Administration, Department of the Interior.” 

There was appropriated for this purpose in 1954 $2,325,000, and 
there is estimated for 1955, $2,330,000, an increase of $5,000 over last 
year. 
q Does anyone have a statement the 
before we ask some specific questions 


want to make on this matter 


Estimates, 1955 anp Appropriations, 1954 


Mr. Brastey. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement, 
but I would like to explain the estimate for 1955, as compared to the 
appropriation for 1954. 

Before doing that, I would like to call the committee’s attention to 
the reduction of $200,000 that was made in this appropriation last 
year. 

PROGRAM DIRECTION AND COORDINATION 


The committee instructed that the reduction of $200,000 was to be 
applied to the program direction and coordination area. We did 
apply that $200,000 reduction in that area. 

ou will recall the Secretary explained when he appeared before 
our committee that he had abolished the Division of Water and 
ower, the Division of Minerals and Fuels, the Division of Land 
Utilization, the Program Staff, the Division of International Activi- 
ties, and the chairmen of the field committees financed from the Secre- 
tary’s Office, and created in lieu thereof a Technical Review Staff. 

That resulted in a net reduction of 34 positions and $224,876. 

The $20,000 reduction made last year makes it possible for us to 
reflect an additional reduction in the 1955 budget of $25,000. 

That reduction is offset by a transfer of $30,000 from the Defense 
appropriation this year. 

We are eliminating a separate request for a Defense appropriation 
in 1955, and including $30,000 in the budget estimate for Administra- 
tion, Department of the Interior, to provide three positions that the 
Department will need to assist the Secretary in discharging his re- 
sponsibilities under the Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended. 
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Tn effect, this is a net increase of $5,000, and a decrease of $25,000 
below the budget for the current year. 


Persona SERVICES 


TECHNICAL REVIEW STAFF 


Mr. Jensen. How many people are employed in the Technical 
Review Staff, for which $330,000 is programed for 1955? 

Mr. Beastey. Forty-five positions are authorized for that staff. 

Mr. Jensen. How many people are presently employed in Admin- 
istration, Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Brastey. Three hundred and twenty-two employees were on 
the roll January 1, 1954. 

Mr. Jensen. How many were on the roll a year previous to that? 

Mr. Brastry. A year previous to that we had authorized 414 
positions. 


POSITIONS REQUESTED FOR 1955 


Mr. Jensen. You are asking for 338 positions for the fiscal year 
1955. 

Mr. Brastey. Yes, sir; which is the same number that was author- 
ized this year. 


FIELD POSITIONS 


Mr. Jensen. You have been cutting positions during the last year 
out in the field; have you not? 

Mr. Brastey. Yes, sir. 

Our employment for the month of December indicated that we 
had 4,000 employees less than we had for the corresponding period 
a year ago. When the Secretary appeared before the committee we 
had the employment figures for November, and at that time the 
reduction was 3,980. At the end of December it was 4,014, showin 
that there is continuing progress being made in reducing the personne 
in the Department. 


EMPLOYEES IN WASHINGTON 


Mr. Jensen. Are most of these 338 employees employed right here 
in Washington, D. C.? 

Mr. Brastry. All of the 322 are employed in Washington, D. C., 
with the exception of 3 positions. 

I believe, and I will ask Mr. Marr to correct me if I am in error, 
one is a person that we have assigned to work with the Colorado 
Great Basin Field Committee. 

Mr. Marr. That is in Salt Lake City. 

Mr. Brastey. Yes, in Salt Lake City. 

One is an employee working on the Arkansas, White and Red 
River study. He is stationed at Tulsa. We have one in Boston, who 
is engaged on the New York-New England survey. 

Mr. JeNnsEN. It appears to me that you can make some further re- 
ductions in personnel right here in Washington, D. C. 
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Mr. Beastry. I weuld like to call your attention, Mr. Chairman, 
to the fact that this is the staff that assists the Secretary in the gen- 
eral direction of the Department. This is the only staff advice that 
he has in his own office, and it consists of the Under Secretary, the 
Assistant Secretaries, the administrative services and the legal services. 


METHOD OF EFFECTING REDUCTION 


Mr. Jensen. Has the reduction that has been effected over the past 
year been brought about by the attrition method to a great degree? 

Mr. Breastry. Most of it has been, but in some instances we had to 
resort to serving notice upon the employees that their services would 
be discontinued. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you know how many have been separated from 
the service other than by resignations, retirements, death, and so 
forth? 

Mr. Beastry. I do not have the figure, but I am certain I can get 
it for the record. 

Mr. Jensen. I would appreciate it if you would supply that for 
the record. 

Mr. Brastry. Yes, cir; I shall be very glad to do it, Mr. Chairman. 

(The matter referred ¢o is as follows :) 


ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR—SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Number of employees separated because of reduction in foree due to reduced 
appropriations and reorganizational changes_________.___--__--_.-__-__- 21 


Information taken from S. F. 113 (continental United States) 
Reductions | Reductions 
in force, | Reductions| in force, 


July 1,1953/ in toree, | June 1, 1953 
to Jan. 31, | June 1953 | to Jan. 31, 


1954 


Southwestern Power Administration. 
Southeastern Power Administration - 
Bureau of Land Management. ...-__- 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Bureau of Reclamation 

Geological Survey 

Bureau of Mines 

National Park Service 

Fish and Wildlife 


Total. 


1 Includes territorial and island possessions. 


DEFENSE-PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES 


Mr. JENSEN. Will the three carryover jobs from the defense-pro- 
duction group actually have duties which other members of the staff 
e 


cannot handle? 
Mr. Beastey. Yes; they would, Mr. Chairman, and I would like to 
explain why. 


7 | 1954 | 
Bonneville Power Administration 131 
Defense Electric Power Administration._..................-.-.._..- 14 6 20 
Petroleum Administration for Defense_.._......._........-....-_--- 29 16 45 
Defense Solid Fuels Administration... 12 
Defense Minerals Exploration Administration. 5 5 
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It is the result of the change in the Secretary of the Department. 
Had the previous Secretary continued in office, I would say that 
these three positions pes not be necessary because the previous 
Secretary was thoroughly familiar with what the Department had 
been responsible for under the Defense Production Act. 

Naturally, upon a change in administration, the present Secretary 
has had to devote his attention to the regular activities of the De- 
partment, and he has not had an opportunity to look into defense 
activities to a great extent. These three employees have been engaged 
in the defense work of the Department since 1950, and they serve as 
a very helpful source of advice to the Secretary in connection with his 
responsibilities. 

Mr. JensEN. Who are these three employees? 

Mr. Berastey. One is Robert Day. Another one is Fred Hobart, 
and I do not think a decision has been made as to the third one who 
would be chosen from 2 or 3 other employees on the rolls. 

Mr. Jensen. Are they civil-service employees? 

Mr. Brastxy. The two I mentioned do not have civil-service status. 

Mr. JENSEN. Have they been in the Department previously ? 

Mr. Berastry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. In the staffing of your fiscal and personnel offices 
throughout the Department are all of the employees within the ratio 
prescribed by the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Beastey. Yes, sir. 


ConsoLipaTIon oF Activities THR Sonicrror 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Solicitor, what is the status of your program for 

sting peer all of the legal activities under your direction as 

olicitor 

Mr. Davis. It is about to be accomplished, Mr. Chairman. I will 
go into it.at some length whenever you are ready. 

Mr. JENSEN. I am ready right now, Mr. Davis. 

Mr. Davis. I would like to preface my statement largely for the 
sake of the record. I know the present members of the committee 
have been over it time and again, but for the sake of the record, I 
would like to point out that this committee for several years last past 
has been rather critical of the legal organization of the Department. 

It has been frequently said here that there was no coordination of 
the legal activities of the Department, and I think it is true that it 
has been frequently said before that the whole Department tended ve 
much to be a federation of independent agencies, rather than a unifi 
Department. 

s you know, heretofore each of the independent agencies has had 
a staff of lawyers quartered with the agency to pass upon their 
conduct. 

Mr. Jensen. When you say independent — do you mean 
each agency within the Department of Interior 

Mr. Davis. Within the Department, yes; and there has been no 
way in which any of their legal matters came to the Solicitor’s Office, 
unless they cared to bring them there. I think that is a fair statement. 

The Solicitor, of course, is designated by the code as the chief legal 
officer of the Department and, in theory, at least, was in command 
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but there has never been established any definite chain of command 
between the legal staffs of the Bureaus and the Solicitor’s Office. 

Before testifying today I reread the testimony of my predecessor, 
Mr. Mastin White, for the last 3 or 4 years. Mr. White expressed it 
rather well when he said that the Solicitor’s Office was largely a policy 
office to which appeals were taken in the event there was serious com- 
plaint of the action of the legal staff of the Bureau. 

I think it is not an unfair statement to say that, in large part, the 
Solicitor’s Office has been the supreme court of the Interior Depart- 
ment. 

As I told the committee last year, that is not my idea of the way in 
which a legal department of an agency should function. It should 
not be necessary to have to make appeals from the legal departments 
of the Bureaus up to the Solicitor. I can see no reason why the So- 
licitor’s Office, whether right or wrong, should not exercise authority 
in the first instance—— 

Mr. JeNsen. That is right. 

Mr. Davis. To avoid conflicts, from having bureaus express opin- 
ions which someone may a year later, or 10 years later, appeal to the 
Solicitor, and which the Solicitor probably never saw at the time the 
opinion was released. 

Then, of course, there are other rather obvious problems that arise. 

Each of these Bureaus have great fields of activity which they pur- 
sue, and which they pursue to the exclusion of everything else, as that 
is their business. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has the business of constructing these 
projects and operating them and securing repayment contracts, and 
determining the type of water rights and all of that sort of thing. 
It is very assiduous in protecting and asserting those rights. 

However, the Bureau of Indian Affairs frequently has conflictin 
interests in those situations in which there ‘aa Taian lands involved, 
or Indian water rights involved. 

There may be, and we have instances, of course, now where there 
are conflicts between the Park Service, we will say, and the Bureau 
of Reclamation, or between the Bureau of Land Management and 
some of the other agencies of the Department. 

Now, I think it is inevitable that the legal staffs assigned basicall 
to those Bureaus tend to support the wishes of the Bureaus. I thin 
that is a normal relationship. If I were an attorney for one of the 
Bureaus, I think I would go as far as I could to support the Bureau’s 
wishes about their programs. I would not pay too much attention to 
whether there was some other Bureau with which I was in conflict. 
That would not cross my horizon at all. 

So, it would seem to me that we should make some effort to get the 
matter under control and that many of these conflicts could be resolved 
in the first instance before all of the temperatures rise as they do. 

Mr. Norretzt. Could I ask a question there, Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. Jensen. Yes, go ahead, Mr. Norrell. 


LOSSES TO GOVERNMENT BECAUSE OF TERMS OF CONTRACTS 


Mr. Norretx. In years gone by, the Government has lost millions 
of dollars by virtue of contracts for the construction of projects being 
awarded as they were. 
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For instance, in California we had a project there where the Recla- 
mation Bureau agreed to construct a certain project for a certain sum 
of money. 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Norrexy. In doing so they did not give the Government any way 
to take into consideration the advance in price or the decrease in price. 

We had a lawsuit on that, as you know, and the Government lost. 

What is going to be the new setup with your legal staff as to a review 
of these contracts in reclamation contracts for construction? Will you 
have the final say about that, or what will be the procedure ? 

Mr. Davis. It is contemplated that they should. all clear through the 
Solicitor’s Office, and, so far as possible, that we get uniformity into 
them between the various agencies. 

Mr. Norretu. I am sure you agree with me that no agency should 
contract for the Government to construct a project, re ae es of prices 
decreasing or increasing, at some future date; is not that right ? 

Mr. Davis. Of course that is right; yes. 

Mr. Norreti. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Yes; and that particular contract was, of course, what 
they call in the trade a turnkey job. It was just an agreement to have 
it done and completed for X dollars, and X dollars were not enough, 
and you needed more dollars. 

Mr. Norretu. Yes; I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that if he does not 
make a good attorney over there I will be very greatly disappointed. 
T admit I am not a judge of human nature. I think he is going to do 


a ob. 
r. JENSEN. I am sure of that. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. We have a situation right now where a contractor had 
taken a contract to build a transmission line, and he was in the course 
of building that transmission line. 

Then, during the hearings, the committee discovered that the trans- 
mission line was not necessary, and so the committee refused to appro- 
priate further funds for that purpose. The Senate went along with 
it, and the conference report so stated. 

However, the President did not sign. that act until, I think, July 29 
of last year, which was after the fiscal year 1954 had begun. 

The Bureau of Reclamation did not officially alert the contractor of 
the action of the Congress until after the President had signed the 
act. 
The contractor continued to construct this line after the fiscal year 
1954 had begun. Then he was officially notified that there would be 
no funds available for the fiscal year 1954. As I remember, that 
official notice was given to the contractor on July 29. He then, of 
course, stopped work on the line. 

He has now submitted a claim against the Government for, I think, 
in the neighborhood of $60,000 for money expended by him on this 
construction job after the fiscal year 1954 had begun. 

I understand there is a contention made by some of the members 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, or that there are those in the Depart- 
ment of the Interior who contend, that he has no claim because the 
newspapers had stated before the fiscal year 1954 began that there was 
no money provided by the Congress for the construction of that line. 
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In my opinion, someone failed in their duty to alert the contractor 
that this committee had refused to make money available. The date 
when our report came out was some time in April. The Senate report 
was published on the legislative day of June 18. The Senate report 
showed that the item was omitted from their recommendations without 
making a statement in their report regarding same. 

So, the Department had suflicient time to notify that contractor that 
there would be no money available for the continuation of the con- 
struction of that line in the fiscal year 1954. 

I am not just trying to make a case for the contractor. I do not 
know him, and I do not even know what pow. sand has the contract, 
but I am simply saying that someone was negligent in their duty in 
the Department. I hope that matters of that nature will be handled 
in the future more in the manner in which they should be handled, 
Mr. Solicitor. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Jensen. Well, Mr. Solicitor, I am pleased and gratified to hear 
your explanation of this matter, and how you are pooling all the at- 
torneys under you into a closely knit legal staff under your jurisdic- 
tion. 


Mr. Davis. Thank you. 


SURVEY TEAM ON ORGANIZATION 


If I may proceed for a few moments, following the line of thinkin 
which we have been talking about? Following the practice whic 
the Secretary has followed with reference to all of the bureaus, the 
Secretary caused to be set up a survey team to survey this whole prob- 
lem of the legal services for the Department. Handling the work 
being a thing which is, itself, very difficult to do from day to day, as 
you see, some considerable care was given to the selection of this team. 
To head the team there was chosen Mr, Cyrus 8S. Gentry, very recently 
of New York. 

Mr. Gentry had been, for some years before his retirement, general 
counsel of the Shell Oil Co. It was deemed advisable to use someone 
who had had national experience in the organization of a legal staff 
to handle property which was located in various spots over the United 
States, which most oil companies had, and Mr. Gentry had just fin- 
ished, within the last few years, a complete reorganization of the legal 
operations of this company, so that he was quite familiar with the flow 
of work, the authority that should be delegated to branch offices, and 
all of the problems that grow out of a Department which has largely 
to handle natural resources. 

Then, on the team was placed Mr. William Burke, who has been an 
attorney with the Bureau of Reclamation since 1924, I believe, who 
was thoroughly familiar with the reclamation problems, and there 
are many in connection with that matter, and then Mr. A. M. Edwards, 
who I had recently appointed as chief counsel of the Division of Ter- 
ritories and who, I think, has appeared before your committee. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. Those three gentlemen spent part time on the survey for 
about 3 months, and I would imagine they spent the better part of a 
month’s solid time on it. They visited widely over the country the 
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various lawyers and the groups of lawyers that represent the various 
bureaus of the Interior Department. For instance, they went to 
Denver and sometime later to Los Angeles, Portland, Sacramento, 
and San Francisco, and spent a great deal of time in the Department 
in Washington pevsienlly interviewing not only the heads of the 
various bureaus, and the chief counsels of the bureaus, but actually 
interviewing personnel below the managerial level to find out the 
amount of work and the flow of work and the problems that arise. 

So, that survey team made a report, which just came to the Secre- 
tary on the 5th of February, and following that report the Secretary, 
after consideration of it, determined that that report should be adopted, 
looking toward the unification of the complete legal staff of the 

have brought along a copy of the report, and I will be glad to 
supply the members of the committee with this copy, and you may 
place it in the record, if you wish. 

Mr. Jensen. How voluminous is that report ? 

Mr. Davis. It is a little voluminous, Mr. Chairman, and you may. 
not wish to put it all in the record. However, it is only 15 pages. 

Mr. Jensen. I think it is very important that it go into the record 
and, without objection, it will be inserted in the sebee, 

Mr. Norrell, do you not think this report should be in the record? 

Mr. Norrexx. I do not see any reason why we should not insert it 
into the record. 

Mr. Jensen. These men worked long and diligently on this investi- 
gation which they have made, and they have submitted this report, 
and I think it belongs in the record. 

Mr. Norrety. I think so. 

Mr. Davis. I might say, Mr. Chairman, I think it represents the first 
comprehensive analysis of the legal work of the Interior Department 
that has ever been made, or that has been made in recent years. 

Mr. Jensen. I am sure I voice the sentiment of the committee when 
I say we are pleased to know that this study has been made, and this 
report submitted. 

(The matter referred to is as follows: ) 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 9, 1954. 


MEMORANDUM 


To: The Solicitor. 
From: Secretary of the Interior, 
Subject : Report of the Survey Team—Office of the Solicitor. | 

Qn February 5, the survey team appointed to review the activities of the 
Solicitor’s Office submitted its report. This analysis included the activities 
of the Solicitor’s Office in Washington and the legal activities carried on in all 
bureaus and offices, as well as the principal field offices. This report is approved 
herewith. 

The Solicitor is requested to implement recommendations 1 to 14, inclusive, 
at the earliest possible opportunity. Included in these recommendations are 
certain suggestions which will require further study, analysis, and subsequent 
actions. Where major changes in the recommendations are contemplated, as 
a result of these surveys, it is requested that the Solicitor secure prior approval 
before taking the necessary actions. 

The recommendations are directed toward the developing of a closer rela- 
tionship between all activities of the Department. 
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Insofar as possible, the same responsibilities and the same workload will be 
continued where justified. The change will be in closer physical and working 
relationships with the Solicitor’s Office. 

In order that these recommendations may be fully understood by the secre- 
tariat, the bureaus and offices, and the attorneys in the field, copies of this 
memorandum and the attached report will be made available to all interested 

rties. 
we is requested that you please submit reports on progress as indicated by 
accomplishments. Additional copies of the progress reports should be for- 
warded to Mr. Raymond Davis, Assistant to the Secretary. 

Particular attention is directed to the conclusions of the report contained 
on page 15. 

The secretariat notes with pleasure the survey team’s commendation of the 
attorneys in the Department and, further, the emphasis placed on the desir- 
ability of initiating active training programs for the development of addi- 
tional legal talent. The secretariat feels that, with the continued cooperation 
of the attorneys at all levels, the recommendations can be implemented and 
the legal services made more efficient and effective. 

DoueLas MoKay, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


Report ON REORGANIZATION OF THE SonicrTor’s OrricE, FeRBuary 5, 1954 


UniItTED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLIcrTOR, 
WASHINGTON 25, D. C., February 5, 1954. 


MEMORANDUM 


To: The Secretary. 
From: Survey Team (Solicitor’s Office). 
Subject: Submission of Survey Team Report. 

Submitted herewith is the report of the team which you appointed to survey 
activities of the Solicitor’s Office. If you wish to obtain the gist of the report 
without reading it in its entirety, we suggest you look at the summary of 
recommendations, the introduction and the conclusion. 

J. BurKE, 
A. M. Epwarps, 
Cyrus 8S. Gentry, Chairman. 


RECOM MENDATIONS 


Recomendation No. 1 


An integrated Solicitor’s Office should be established with a direct line of 
authority leading to the Solicitor. 


Recommendation No. 2 


(a) The Washington staff of attorneys should be integrated into one unit 
(with its various operating divisions or sections) and housed together. 

(b) A Deputy Solicitor should be appointed to whom would report 4 Associate 
Solicitors. The Chief Counsel title would be changed to Assistant Solicitor, and 
these Assistant Solicitors would report to the Associate Solicitors as shown by 
the chart. 


Recommendation No. 8. 


The separate legal units at Denver and at Portland should be consolidated 
under Field Solicitors, the one at Denver reporting to the Assistant Solicitor in 
Washington in charge of Reclamation matters, the Field Solicitor at Portland 
reporting administratively to the Assistant Solicitor in Washington for Power 
Administrations and functionally on Indian Affairs and Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment matters to the Assistant Solicitors for Indian Affairs and Bureau of Land 
Management respectively. The titles of Regional and Area Counsel should be 
changed to “Field Solicitor.” 


Recommendation No. 4 
The recommendation of the Bureau of Land Management survey team concern- 
ing appeals should be adopted as a procedure for all appeals in the Department 
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where not otherwise provided by statute, but arrangements should be made to 
make sure that the establishment of an appeals unit will not delay final clearance 
of the backlog of appeals and to assure that an appeals unit of 3 or 4 individuals 
can handle the work load without delays. The regulations of the various 
agencies of the Department should be checked so that so far as practicable 
uniform procedures on hearings and appeals may be adopted, and to make sure 
that there is conformance with the Administrative Procedure Act. 


Recommendation No. 5 

Legislation should be obtained, permitting the examination by attorneys in 
the Solicitor’s Office of the titles to all property acquired by the Department. 
Pending the enactment of such legislation, the Attorney General should be asked 
to grant an exemption insofar as rights-of-way and easements are concerned, 


Recommendation No. 6 

A free flow of intercommunication among senior attorneys in the Washington 
office and between the Washington and field offices should be developed. Assistant 
and associate solicitors should visit the field periodically, and senior attorneys 
in the field should have reasonable opportunities to be in the Washington office. 
Recommendation No. 7 

Authorities for field attorneys should be issued and should be uniform so far as 
is feasible. Changes in contracts submitted by the field for final approval in 
Washington should be held to the minimum consistent with protecting the Gov- 
ernment’s interests. 
Recommendation No. 8 

Correspondence involving legal opinions should be between attorneys or 
between an attorney and the administrator whom he is advising. All legal 
opinions should be signed by an attorney. 
Recommendation No. 9 

General instructions should be issued concerning the handling of litigation in 
the field. These instructions should authorize correspondence directly with the 
Department of Justice (or the district attorney) except in unusual cases. 
Recommendation No. 10 

A procedure should be developed for indexing and circulating to interested 
attorneys copies of all important opinions written in the office. 
Recommendation No. 11 

A central file for attorney applicants should be established and a definite 
recruiting and training program should be formulated. 
Recommendation No. 12 

Careful studies of legislative activities should be made periodically by assist- 
ant and associate solicitors to make certain that undue time is not being spent 
on this work by attorneys serving the various bureaus and agencies. Procedures 
should be developed for expediting this work. 
Recommendation No. 13 


Legislation should be obtained changing the title of “Solicitor” to “General 
Counsel” and appropriate changes should be made in the subordinate titles. 


Recommendation No. 14 

The items for legal expense should be transferred from the budgets of the 
various bureaus and agencies to the Solicitor’s budget so that it will cover all 
expenses of the office. 
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REPORT 
Introduction 


One of the objectives of the authors of this report is brevity. Reference will, 
therefore, be made to the present organizational setup of the Solicitor’s Office 
and to the activities of individual attorneys or groups of attorneys only when 
necessary to clarify a recommendation or to give the reasoning supporting a 
recommended change. An additional reason for omitting an elaborate analysis 
of the organization and work of the Office is the fact that comprehensive studies 
and reports were made over the past several years by previous Solicitors, 

In making this survey, field visits were made to Denver, Salt Lake City, Los 
Angeles, Portland, Sacramento, and San Francisco. Interviews were held with 
substantially all of the administrative heads in Washington and in the field 
offices visited, and with the principal attorneys, both in Washington and in the 
cities named. In many cases interviews were also held with attorneys holding 
no supervisory responsibility. 

Instructions were given to the survey team that no political considerations 
should be taken into account, and the recommendations listed above are based 
entirely upon the team’s views as to the best manner in which the Solicitor’s 
Office can be operated efficiently and economically. 


1. Should the Solicitor’s Office be fully integrated? 


It has been stated by many observers that the Department of the Interior 
tends to be a federation of individual bureaus and agencies rather than a unified 
department. Historically this was perhaps inevitable because of the manner in 
which many of these groups first developed as independent agencies and later 
were transferred in toto to the Department. Consequently there developed legal 
staffs serving the individual agencies rather than the Department as a whole. 
That this “federation” sentiment still exists is shown by the fact that some 
administrators still refer to the departmental level as opposed to the bureau 
level, and reference to the attorneys in the Solicitor’s Office means only those 28 
individuals working directly under the Solicitor. The appointment (which oc- 
curred several months ago) of Assistant Secretaries with the individual agen- 
cies reporting to them will undoubtedly aid materially in integrating and unify- 
ing the whole Department. The first question confronting the survey team was, 
therefore should the Solicitor’s Office also be fully integrated? 

Technically it can be claimed that the Office of the Solicitor is already inte- 
grated because on August 5, 1953, the Secretary of the Interior issued an order 
placing all attorneys under the Solicitor, administratively as well as functionally. 
This, however, was integration merely on paper. It has been tried in the past 
but there was little noticeable change in the operation of the Office. The effect of 
the recent order has likewise been negligible. 

It is the survey team’s view that to be effective there must be a “physical” 
integration. This means that the attorneys must be housed together and that 
a direct line of authority leads to the Solicitor. The pros and cons of integration 
have been stated on several occasions, but the compelling reason from the 
survey team’s standpoint is that complete integration is necessary if the Solicitor 
is to have actual control of legal matters so that there may result unified and 
uniform legal policies and consistent interpretations of the statutes and the 
law applicable to departmental programs. Greatly improved morale among the 
attorneys should also result. In addition, intergration would seem highly de- 
sirable from an overall standpoint because it would help materially in the sg 
tion of the entire Department. 


2. Integrating the Washington office 

(a) As has been indicated above, complete integration means that the Wash- 
ington staff should be housed together and should not be quartered with the 
various agencies as is now done. It does not mean, however, that attorneys 
who are now working for a particular bureau or agency would be divorced from 
that activity or used only part time in its work. It would, however, permit 
the temporary shift of attorneys from one group to another during peak loads; 
it would give young attorneys a more challenging field within which to obtain 
experience ; it would facilitate discussions between senior attorneys on important 
problems; and it would result in increased efficiency and certain economies 
of operation, Attorneys should continue to be just as accessible to those they 
serve as heretofore. 
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Consideration should also be given to the establishment of a stenographic 
pool for attorneys who do not have private secretaries and for a law library 
readily accessible to the entire group. 

The principal disadvantages is that the attorneys may be quartered from 
1 to 5 floors away from the agency served and, of course, there will be the initial 
confusion resulting from a shift of so many offices. The long-range effects, how- 
ever, are certain to be beneficial. 

(b) Coincident with the physical integration of the Washington staff, a definite, 
clearly defined line of responsibility must be established. The Solicitor has 
so many calls upon his time that he should be largely freed for policy discussions 
and for consultations on only the most important legal problems, It is, therefore, 
proopsed that a Deputy Solicitor be named who would handle finally the bulk 
of day-to-day legal matters which now confront the Solicitor. Reporting also 
to the Solicitor would be the Legislative Counsel and also any special Assistants 
whom the Solicitor would need for special assignments. Under the Deputy 
Solicitor there would be 5 Associate Solicitors, and the first 4 of these would have 
legal responsibilities comparable to the administrative responsibilities of the 3 
Assistant Secretaries (with 2 Associate Solicitors supervising the legal work for 
bureaus and agencies reporting to Assistant Secretary Lewis). The title of 
“Chief Counsel” would be changed to “Assistant Solicitor.” 

One Associate Solicitor would have three groups reporting to him; namely, 
the Assistant Solicitors for the Bureau of Mines, for the Geological Survey, and 
for Defense Minerals (including the Connally Act). Reporting to another Asso- 
ciate Solicitor would be the Assistant Solicitors for the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment and Office of Territories. The Assistant Solicitors for Indian Affairs, 
National Park Service, and Fish and Wildlife Service would report to another 
Associate Solicitor. Reporting to another Associate Solicitor would be the 
Assistant Solicitors for Reclamation and the Power Administrations (Bonneville, 
Southwestern, and Southeastern). Another Associate Solicitor (who would 
not correspond to any of the Assistant Secretaries) would coordinate the work 
of the Assistant Solicitors in charge of the Bureau of Land Management appeals, 
other appeals, and administrative and miscellaneous matters. Bach Associate 
Solicitor would have a research assistant, and each Assistant Solicitor would 
have a staff requisite for his work. A patent attorney for the entire Department 
would be attached to the Office of the Deputy Solicitor. 

Provision has also been made for an Executive Assistant and Expediter, to 
be attached to the Office of the Deputy Solicitor. One of the principal criticisms 
heard in the field was the delay frequently experienced in matters sent to the 
Solicitor’s office. It is believed that some one attorney having the full support 
of the Solicitor and the Deputy Solicitor should be charged with the special 
responsibility to ascertain if the Office is operating efficiently and economically. 
Among other things, it would be his duty to check periodically upon the backlog 
of work, if any, in the various divisions and sections, to recommend temporary 
transfers of attorneys where this becomes necessary in order to handle accumu- 
lated work, and to make provision for recruiting and training competent legal 
help. He would be given responsibility for making such studies and investigations 
as the Solicitor and the Deputy Solicitor might determine. 

Attached to this report is a chart outlining the proposed organization. 


8. Integration of field offices 


If the Solicitor’s Office is integrated as recommended, the attorneys in the 
field will be administratively as well as functionally responsible to the Solicitor. 
They will, of course, continue to act as legal advisers to the bureaus or agencies 
which they serve. They will be a part of the staffs of the Assistant Solicitors 
but stationed in the field. 

In some of the cities where field offices are located there are two or more legal 
units. In most instances they have little or no legal contact with each other, 
although technically they are all a part of the Solicitor’s Office. In all such 
situations there is a certain amount of library duplication, and in those cases 
where there is only one attorney attached to a particular agency, there is no 
one available for legal consultation when he is away from the office on a field 
trip or vacation. 

It is believed that substantial improvement in efficiency, economy, and morale 
will be developed by an integrated legal staff in those cities where the various 
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agencies are so located geographically that they will have easy access to the 
legal unit. No sweeping generalization is possible since there are individual 
considerations to be taken into account at each location. 

(a) Denver.—At Denver there are now located in the Bureau of Reclamation 
a field office of the Chief Counsel’s Office and also the office of regional counsel 
for region VII. Each has its own staff of attorneys and a substantial library. 
The two offices are in the same group of buildings and only about 100 yards apart. 
It is believed that economies can be effected and efficiency increased by a con- 
solidation of these two groups under a field solicitor who would report to the 
Assistant Solicitor in Washington responsible for reclamation matters. Under 
this arrangement the representatives of the Bureau of Mines, National Parks, 
and Geological Survey who are located in Denver should feel free to call upon 
the field solicitor and his staff for any needed legal advice. After consolidating 
the libraries, duplicate sets of books can be sold or sent to other offices needing 
them. 

(b) Portland.—At Portland there are 4 legal groups, 1 for Bonneville Power 
Administration with 9 attorneys, a 2d serving as the title unit for Bonneville 
with 5 attorneys, a 3d which is attached to the Bureau of Land Management 
with 4 attorneys, and a 4th for Indian Affairs with 2 attorneys. In the very 
near future the Bureau of Land Management and Indian Affairs groups will be 
housed in quarters adjacent to those of the Bonneville Power Administration. 
It is, therefore feasible to consolidate all four of these groups into a single 
office in charge of a Field Solicitor who would report administratively to the 
Assistant Solicitor in Washington in charge of Power Administration matters. 
functionally on Bureau of Land Management and Indian Affairs items this 
Field Solicitor would report to the Assistant Solicitors in Washington in charge 
of legal matters for the Bureau of Land Management or Indian Affairs as the 
subject matter requires. Since the title of General Counsel for Bonneville Power 
Administration is established by statute, the Field Solicitor at Portland should 
be designated as General Counsel for Bonneville. 

(c) Salt Lake City.—There are 2 legal units in Salt Lake City, 1 for the Bureau 
of Land Management with only 1 attorney and another for Reclamation with 3 
attorneys. Because of their geographic location, it is not believed expedient to 
consolidate these 2 groups. 

(ad) Sacramento.—At Sacramento there is a large legal staff for Reclamation 
und a single attorney for Indian Affairs. Their offices are several miles apart 
and no advantage is perceived at the present time in consolidation. If because 
of the withdrawal program in Indian Affairs it becomes necessary to add addi- 
tional attorneys for that agency, consideration should be given as to feasibility of 
a consolidation. 

(e) San Francisco—tin San Francisco, National Park Service has 1 attorney 
and Bureau of Land Management has 2 attorneys. In this instance also because 
of the location of the offices and the small number of personnel it is not believed 
that a consolidation would offer any important advantages. 

(f) Los Angeles.—The Regional Counsel for Reclamation with a staff of six 
other attorneys is located in Los Angeles and also the Irrigation Counsel for 
Indian Affairs. The Los Angeles situation is unique in that the Regional Coun- 
sel is located some distance away from the Regional Director at Boulder City. 
The Regional Director is of the opinion, however, that the most efficient location 
for the legal office is at Los Angeles because of the large number of water and 
power contracts which are being administered in that area. The survey team 
for the Reclamation Bureau recommended that consideration be given to the re- 
location of the legal unit at Boulder City. Considering the present program and 
the personnel of the office, a move at this time is not favored. 

(9g) Billings.—Located at Billings are 3 legal units, 1 for the Bureau of 
Land Management with 2 attorneys, another for Indian Affairs with an 
attorney and a hearing examiner, and the third for Reclamation with 7 attorneys. 
Because of the geographic location of these offices, it is not deemed expedient 
to consolidate them at this time under a field solicitor. If, however, in the future 
2 or all 3 of these groups are located in close proximity to one another, a consoli- 
dation of the legal staffs would seem desirable. 

(h) Albuquerque.—The Bureaus of Land Management and Indian Affairs each 
have an attorney at Albuquerque, but a consolidation is not recommended. 
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It would be desirable to change the titles of senior field attorneys to indicate 
their connection with the Solicitor’s Office. It is, therefore, recommended that 
area counsel and regional counsel be designated as field solicitors. 


4. Hearings and appeals 


There are several types of appeals which finally lodge in the Solicitor’s Office— 
Bureau of Land Management appeals, appeals under the Tort Claims Act, contract 
appeals, irrigation appeals, grazing appeals, probate apneals in connection with 
Indian Affairs, and appeals relating to records and testimony hy employees of the 
Department. Considerable criticism has been leveled at the circuitous and non- 
judicial procedure for handling these items, and the Bureau of Land Management 
survey team has recommended a new method for hearings and appeals. Their 
proposal will effect desirable improvements and should be applied to all hearings 
and appeals in the Department wherever possible. Care should he taken that the 
appeals unit does not delay final clearance of the backlog of appeals and that it 
ean effectively handle the workload. In any event. sufficient personnel should be 
added so that the backlog of all administrative appeals can be expeditiously 
processed to final disposition. 

Apparently the decisions in the Solicitor’s Office are made on an impartial basis 
because several administrative officials whose decisions have heen overruled felt 
that the Solicitor’s Office was unduly receptive to the arguments of outside 
parties. 

Consideration should also he given to a uniform procedure for all appeals insofar 
as this is permitted. Under the regulations, for example. the time within which 
various appeals may be taken is stated at 5, 10, 15, 20, 30, 60. or 90 davs. The 
subject matter, of course, might indicate a fairly long period within which to give 
notice of appeal, for example, in probate matters, but greater uniformity can 
undoubtedly be attained. 

There is also the fact that many appeals are seemingly entirely unfounded. 
An applicant, for example, may have applied for a patent on certain lands which 
have been withdrawn. The application must, of course, be denied but the apnli- 
cant takes an appeal as a matter of form simply by writing a letter to that 
effect. It is thought that the imposition of a nominal fee, say $10, in order to 
take an appeal would eliminate the big majority of unfounded appeals and 
would be no serious deterrent to those who have a real basis for their claim. 

In drafting new regulations for hearings and appeals, consideration should be 
given to the Administrative Procedure Act to make certain that all procedures 
are in conformity with that act. 


5. Eramination of titles to realty 


Section 355 of title 40 of the United States Revised Statutes (40 UT. S.C. A. 
255) provides that “no public money shall be expended upon any site or land 
purchased by the United States for the purpose of erecting thereon any * * * 
public building of any kind whatsoever until the legal opinion of the Attorney 
General shall be had in favor of the validity of the title * * * and the Attorney 
General may. in his discretion. waive the requirement for his opinion in connec- 
tion with the acquisition or improvement of easements and rights-of-way for 
other purposes when, in his opinion. such waiver will not jeopardize the interest 
of the United States.” For many years after the passage of this statute titles 
in the Bureau of Reclamation were examined by the attorneys for the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and were not submitted to the Attorney General on the 
ground that the Reclamation Act permitted this procedure. Several years ago, 
however, the Attorney General ruled that all titles falling within the language 
of statute must be approved by him, and these title opinions are, in fact, now 
signed by the Attorney General personally. (In passing it is interesting to note 
that the statute applies only to the purchase of property and not to an exchange. 
An exchange can, therefore, he made involving millions of dollars without the 
Attorney General’s approval of title.) In certain cases an exemption on rights- 
of-way has heen granted by the Attorney General when the consideration does 
not exceed $200. In most cases Department of the Interior attorneys first 
examine the title before submitting it to the Attorney General in order to avoid 
delays which would ensue if curative matter is required. 

No accurate estimate of the cost of examining these titles has been made, 
but when we take into account the time of the attorneys in the field and in the 
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office of the Justice Department, the stenographic charges and the time spent 
on transmittals, it is obvious, particularly on easements, that the purchase price 
in many cases may be less than this cost of examination. 

One final point may be mentioned. Local attorneys in any State should be 
better qualified to examine titles to property in that jurisdiction than equally 
competent attorneys located in Washington. The Department of Justice has, 
in fact, on occasion brought to Washington to examine titles the very men who 
are not authorized to examine them in the field as Interior attorneys. 

It appears obvious that substantial economies can be effected and an enormous 
amount of delay eliminated (thus improving public relations) if arrangements 
can be made for most or all of these titles to be examined by attorneys attached 
to the Solicitor’s Office. A complete resolution of this problem would appear to 
require legislation, but in the meantime a substantial advance can be made if 
the Attorney General, under the powers granted to him by the present statute, 
will waive the requirement for his opinion in connection with the acquisition or 
improvement of easements or rights-of-way. 


6. Intercommunication by counsel 

Mention has been made above of the lack of communication among bureau and 
agency attorneys in the field. There is this same absence of consultation among 
many of the senior attorneys in the Washington office. Occasionally there have 
been field consultations, and in most cases the supervising attorneys in the 
field are in Washington from 1 to 4 times a year. One regional counsel, how- 
ever, has not been in Washington since 1948. The organizational setup which 
has been proposed earlier in this report will greatly facilitate intercommunica- 
tion by counsel. To make a program of this type most effective, however, cer- 
tain artificial stimuli must be utilized. These would include weekly or fort- 
nightly meetings of the Assistant and Associate Solicitors presided over by the 
Solicitor or the Deputy Solicitor. These meetings should be on an informal 
basis but so planned that the participants will have a broader view of the work 
of the Department, will be exposed to new or novel questions of law, and will 
develop a genuine legal comradery. 

Supervising field attorney should make occasional trips to Washington, the 
number to be dependent largely upon the importance of the various matters 
falling within their jurisdiction. It is perhaps more important that the Associ- 
ate and Assistant Solicitors should make periodic trips to the fields, spending 
enough time in each major center to become reasonably well acquainted with 
the personnel and with the work which is being done. Needless to say, it is 
always a great morale booster when the Solicitor himself on any field trip makes 
a special point to meet each of his attorneys in the area visited. 


7. Authorities for field attorneys 


A study should be made of the authorities vested in the attorneys operating 
in the field. Obviously these will vary, dependent upon the subject matter, the 
capabilities of the attorneys, and other considerations. They should, however, 
be made as uniform as is feasible. 

Particular attention is called to supply and construction contracts. Insofar 
as it is possible to do so these should be on standard forms and field attorneys 
should be authorized to approve these in all cases where no change in substance 
is required. Where there are substantive changes, the authority to approve 
without submission to the Washington office should be clearly defined. Objection 
has been heard in the field that frequently contracts submitted to Washington 
are radically changed even though it be only from a literary standpoint. Changes 
in contracts submitted by the field should be held to the very minimum con- 
sistent with protecting the Government's interests. 


8. Correspondence 

At the present time there is no uniform procedure as to the parties signing 
correspondence passing from the field to the Department in Washington or be- 
tween agencies in Washington. In some cases the Administrator will sign 
everything, including legal opinions. This practice is, of course, undesirable 
and under the organization which has been recommended it would not normally 
occur. 

A simple rule to follow is that on legal matters the attorney should correspond 
with another attorney or with the administrator whom he is advising and 
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administrators should correspond with administrators on nonlegal items. 
Difficulty arises when correspondence involves both legal and nonlegal matters. 
In those cases it would be proper to separate the legal discussion into a memo- 
randum of its own which could be attached to the main letter if this is necessary. 
It is thought, however, that under the proposed organization little confusion in 
this field will result. 


9. Handling of litigation 


Litigation in which the Department is involved is handled by the Department 
of Justice and almost invariably an attorney from the Solicitor’s Office will 
work with the attorney actually trying the case. When, as generally occurs, 
the litigation is in the field, four persons as a minimum are normally involved, 
the field solicitor, a Washington attorney in the Solicitor’s Office, the United 
States district attorney, and a Washington attorney in the Department of 
Justice. In important lawsuits each of these will desire to have on file a copy 
of all the pleadings and of all correspondence. Complaint is made by the attor- 
neys in the field that frequently they are left in the dark on important proceedings 
in acase, This situation is difficult to remedy except by constant attention on 
the part of the individual attorneys involved in the litigation, but general instruc- 
tions would doubtless be helpful. 

It is generally the practice of the attorneys in the field to submit all matters 
to the Department of Justice through the Solicitor’s Office in Washington. This 
involves a needless duplication of effort and it is believed efficiency would be 
improved if the attorneys in the field were authorized to communicate directly 
with the Department of Justice (or with the district attorney) in all cases except 
those in which it is proposed that the Government itself institute a suit. In those 
cases the Solicitor’s Office in Washington will doubtless wish to give final ap- 
proval for filing suit. Copies of all correspondence between the field offices and 
the Department of Justice on important cases should, of course, be sent to the 
Solicitor’s Office in Washington. Routine litigation should be handled by the 
field attorneys without any report to Washington except to report when the case 
is instituted and closed. 


10. Publication of opinions 


A vast amount of research time could be saved if there were available to all 
of the offices copies of the various opinions which are given. Some of these are 
circulated at the present time, but the field reports that they are not of maximum 
value because of poor indexing and irregular methods of distribution. Efforts 
are already under way to interest one of the publishers who specializes in legal 
services to publish the Interior Department decisions and compile a digest. This 
will be of substantial help not only to the attorneys in the Solicitor’s Office, but 
also to outside practicing attorneys. In addition, however, the opinions written 
for internal use only should be made available to all groups in the Solicitor’s 
Office who might be interested in the particular subject matter. This would prob- 
ably require the assignment of some one attorney in each unit to make it a part 
of his responsibility to see that these opinions are indexed and circulated. 


11. Personnel matters 


The problem of recruiting and training attorneys is an important one. In 
some of the field offices more attention seems to have been given to this phase 
of the program than in the Washington office. These activities should be cen- 
tralized in Washington, but some of the most effective recruiting can be done by 
the field staffs. The Executive Assistant to whom we have referred above can 
probably work out a system in conjunction with the Administrative Division 
so that a centralized file of applicants can be maintained. Field offices should 
send duplicate copies of all applications to be placed in the central file. 

Some of the attorneys in the field offices regularly visit the leading law schools 
in their areas to inform the graduating class of the opportunities in the Solicitor’s 
Office. This practice should be encouraged and expanded. 

The executive assistant should also develop a program of training so that 
young attorneys of outstanding ability are not shunted off into a corner and 
forgotten. Supervisors are not always willing to release a capable young man. 
Therefore, it may require constant attention to make sure that sufficient oppor- 
tunities are made available to young attorneys so that work in the Department 
will be attractive to them. 
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12. Legislative work 


A substantial part of the legislative activities carried on by the Solicitor’s Office 
is, strictly speaking, not legal work. The survey team has, however, been im- 
pressed with the large amount of time devoted to this activity by attorneys con- 
nected with the different bureaus and agencies. Under the new program of 
having legislative affairs for the Department coordinated by the legislative 
counsel, a substantial reduction in this time-consuming work by other attorneys 
should be effected. The Assistant and Associate Solicitors, however, should 
check this situation periodically to make certain that old habits, developed under 
a different procedure, are not retained. 

It may be noted that in this area, too, we find the ever-present problem child, 
delay. Some requests for a statement of the Department’s position on legisla- 
tion are several months old—and in a few instances the months drag on into 
years. The legislative counsel must, of necessity, obtain the views of interested 
bureaus or agencies, but at present these are secured one after the other and 
not concurrently. It would appear that the views of all interested groups could 
be developed concurrently, coordinated by the legislative counsel, and if thought 
necessary the final draft could be resubmitted to the various groups for checking 
before it is released. 


13. Should the Solicitor’s title be changed? 


The title “Solicitor” is an old and honored one and is established by statute. 
Much sentiment is attached to it. To the general public, however, and even to 
attorneys who have not become acquainted with the title through the years it 
is a best meaningless or confusing. Laymen and attorneys are all familiar with 
the titles “general counsel” and “general attorney.” These very names imply 
the functions of the offices. The modern trend in Government departments is to 
use the term “general counsel.” It is believed that a clearer conception of the 
Solicitor’s responsibilities would ensue if legislation were obtained to change 
his title to that of General Counsel. This would also permit a wider range of 
subtitles, such as assistant and associate general counsel, general attorney, and 
assistant and associate general attorney. 


14. The Solicitor’s budget 

It will also be necessary, if the anticipated effectiveness of integration is to 
be achieved, for the Solicitor’s budget to cover all attorneys on his staff. 
Objection will be voiced that this will raise budgeting problems and that it 
would be simpler for the legal costs of each agency to be included in that 
agency's budget rather than that all legal expenditures should be incorporated 
into the Solicitor’s budget. From the long-range standpoint it is undoubtedly 
desirable for the expenses of the Solicitor’s Office to be segregated into a single 
budget item. The Department of Agriculture (the legal staff of which is com- 
pletely integrated) reports that this procedure has given them very little difficulty. 
For the next fiscal year or two, however, it may be necessary because of the time 
element to allow the budgets to continue under the present system. It is 
believed that the Secretary under his general powers can transfer budgetary 
items from any agency to the Solicitor’s Office. 

It may be noted in passing that the Appropriations Committee of the House 
of Representatives in commenting on the appropriation for the Interior Depart- 
ment for 1953 stated : 

“It is the committee’s desire that stronger and more direct control be estab- 
lished over the legal activities of the Department. In order to realize this 
objective, the legal positions throughout the bureaus of the Department, both 
in Washington and the field, are to be put under the direct control of the Solic- 
itor. The budget estimate for 1954 will show all legal positions throughout 
the Department as a part of the Solicitor’s Office and the estimates and justi- 
fications are to be arranged accordingly.” 

The Senate Committee on Appropriations responded to this suggestion in 
the following fashion : 

“The House Committee on Appropriations has recommended that legal posi- 
tions throughout the bureaus of the Department be put under the direct control 
of the Solicitor and that the budget estimate for 1954 show all legal positions 
as a part of the Solicitor’s Office and that the estimates and justifications be 
arranged accordingly. While this committee has no objection to the legal work 
throughout the Department being put under the supervision of the Solicitor, 
the committee does not concur in the proposal to appropriate to the Solicitor’s 
Office funds to cover all the legal activities of the Department. 
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“From 1935 to 1943 the legal services were financed through a single appro- 
priation to the Solicitor. This method was abandoned in the fiscal year 1944 
when the Congress adopted a budget proposal to carry legal personnel on the 
payroll of the office in which they are actually working. This committee favors 
a continuation of the present method of financing the Department’s legal 
activities.” 

In view of the conflict in the two committees, no change in the procedure was 
made by the Interior Department. 


CONCLUSION 


The attorneys in the Department who have been interviewed have been most 
cooperative and many of the proposals contained in this report have originated 
with them. By and large the attorneys in the Solicitor’s Office are competent, 
well-trained and are doing a good, workmanlike job. Two principal fields for 
improvement may be noted. There seems to be entirely lacking an esprit de 
corps, the sense of functioning as a team. Secondly, it appears to be accepted 
with composure (or at least without undue distress) by some of the personnel 
that delay is inevitable and that a chronic backlog of work is unavoidable. 
The recommendations of this report, if put into effect, will, it is hoped, aid 
materially in eliminating or at least reducing these two causes for criticism. 
In the final analysis, however, no organization can be made efficient by planning. 
The cure rests with the individual attorneys in the Department. 

Respectfully submitted. 

J. Burke. 

ApOLPH M. EpwWarps. 

Cyrus S. Genrry. 
Fepsruary 1, 1954. 


EFFECT OF RECOMMENDATIONS ON BUDGET REQUEST 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Solicitor, will the recommendations made in this 
report have any effect, dollarwise, on your request for appropriations 


for your Department ? 

r. Davis. They will have a very major effect, depending upon the 
view which the committee wishes to take. 

I might tell you, briefly, and if you will turn to page 4 of the docu- 
ment, there you have the beginning of the recommendations sheet, 
which the committee made on appropriations, and the following page 
covers the 14 recommendations. 

Now, I could read those to the committee, but since the whole docu- 
ment is in the record, I do not think it is necessary unless you would 
like to have me do so. 

Mr. Jensen. In your own words, tell us the sense of the recommenda- 
tions. 

Mr. Davis. They recommend some changes which, personally, I have 
felt are very desirable, and so did the Secretary, because the top sheet 
here is the Secretary’s implementing letter, in which he orders this 
to be made effective for organizational purposes, 

So, it will be made effective just as rapidly as that can be done. 

Recommendation No. 1 is, of course, the overall answer which 
Congressman Norrell has been mentioning, in that it integrates the 
Solicitor’s Office and establishes it with a direct line of authority lead- 
ing to the Solicitor. 

0. 2, that the Washington staff of attorneys should be integrated 
into aoe unit, with its various operating divisions or sections housed 
to, er. 

ow, that is a primary condition. 
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In other words, we propose to physically make the lawyers from 
the various bureaus into a solicitor’s staff, mostly on the sixth floor 
of the building, where the present Solicitor’s Office is now located. 

Mr. Jensen. How many associate solicitors are you requesting ? 

Mr. Davis. That is all set up, Mr. Jensen, in the chart which you 
will get in the last couple of pages there. 

That is the entire organizational setup. 

Mr. Norrewy. Certainly it appears to me that there should be some- 
one in the legal staff who would have to bear the burden of a mistake 
if it were made. We have not known who was responsible heretofore, 
and you should be the responsible authority, so that you can see to 
it that the contracts that may be executed should be drawn as they 
should be, and that the Government is protected. 

Mr. Davis. Well, if you will, look at the chart, and see the chain of 
authority which is set forth in the plan. 

Mr. Jensen. Will this necessitate more associate solicitors and em- 
ployees, and stenographers, than we have at the present time, or less? 

Mr. Davis. I do not think that it will necessitate any more; if so, 
very slightly. 

owever, I have every hope that it will necessitate somewhat less. 
I do not know about that at the present time. 

Mr. Jensen. You are not in a position at this time to give the com- 
mittee information as to how it might affect the funds requested for 
the Solicitor’s Office for fiscal year 1955 ? 

Mr. Davis. Well, may I say this. 

Going on the congressional recommendation which is on the pa 
just ahead of the chart there, the survey team recommended that the 
items for legal expense should be transferred from the budgets in the 
various bureaus and agencies to the Solicitor’s budget, so that his 
budget will cover all the expenses of the office. 

Mr. Jensen. I see. 

Mr. Davis. That raises, as I understand it, an age-old problem in 
these various departments, but personally I have the feeling that the 
control of the purse is an important factor in connection with the 
management of the legal affairs of this Department. 

T have a feeling that it gives to the lawyers, as professional men, an 
independent professional status, that they are to be paid by the 
Solicitor’s Office ; to be hired or fired by the Solicitor’s Office, and that 
it gives them for the first time, a real opportunity to assert independ- 
ent legal judgment. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

Mr. Davis. I have a feeling that I would do the same thing, myself, 
so I am not critical of anyone, but I do have the feeling that it is 
almost inevitable that the lawyers are, for all practical purposes, em- 
a pe by the Bureau and responsible to the Bureau for their ratin 
and promotions and everything that goes with it. It is almost inevit- 
able that you do not get quite so much legal independence as you do 
if they occupy a professional status in the law department. 

Mr. Jensen. Would you supply for the committee a table showing 
the amount of funds veriiental in this budget for fiscal year 1955 for 
all legal personnel in each agency of the Department of the Interior ? 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman; that is exactly what we are 
trying to get to, since the Secretary signed the order directing us to 
proceed along this line. 
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Mr. Jensen. And you will supply that? 

Mr. Davis. We milratoete that. 

Mr. Jensen. When do you think you will have that ready ? 

Mr. Davis. I checked on it with my budget people before I came 
over here, but I have not checked it with Mr. Beasley, but my admin- 
istration people say that they can have that figure by February 25. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, would you not, in addition, need the 
supporting items of the expense, such as travel, communication, and 
things of that kind, in order to make it clear? 

Mr. Jensen. I think that would be well. 

Mr. Davis. I might say, for your information, that we are expected 
to throw into a Solicitor’s budget everything, including travel, stenog- 
raphers, material and supplies, telephone and telegraph costs, and 
everything, into this one item, and that we expect to justify it to the 
committee by showing that it actually is not any more money than it 
was se and to tie it in to the amounts which have been previously 
expended. 

r. JENSEN. After oe get all that information, will you apprise 
the committee as to whether or not you feel that a réduction can be 
made in your request for the Solicitor’s Office for fiscal year 1955? 

Mr. Davis. Yes; I shall be glad to give you that overall figure. 


CONFLICT OF LEGAL OPINIONS IN THE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Bunce. Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment that I think 
this reorganization in the Department of Interior, so far as legal mat- 
ters are concerned, will be a great boon to a good many people. 

Just as an example, I have tried, now, for the last 5 months, to 
reconcile legal opinions between the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Indian Affairs Bureau. There is a conflict—not a substantial con- 
flict—but one between the two interests, and I cannot get a legal opin- 
ion from the two of them that will jibe. 

Mr. Norrexy. And that will comply with the law. 

Mr. JeNnseN. That is easy to understand. During the days of the 
price-stabilization program, there was a certain Member of Congress 
who had asked six attorneys in the Office of Price Stabilization to give 
him an opinion on a certain matter, and each of them gave a different 
opinion, and he was left cold. 

That was a case where those attorneys should have gone to the So- 
licitor, if they had one, in the price-stabilization program, and said, 
“All right; I have this request here for a legal opinion in this matter; 
now, then, here is the way I see it. What is your opinion?” 

“What shall be my final answer?” 

If each 1 of those 6 fellows had gone to the Solicitor, the man who 
made the request for that information would have gotten the same 
answer, but instead of that, there were 6 different answers. 

In this case, the fellow had been brought before the courts, because 
they claimed he had not been complying with the price-control laws, 
so he asked for a legal opinion from these 6 different fellows and got 
6 different answers. 

I think 1 fellow said he absolutely was within his rights to do as 
he had done, and another fellow said it was questionable, and another 
fellow said he had disobeyed the rules and regulations, and the laws 
which governed price controls, and the other 3 fellows were some 
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place in between. So, that left the man without a real answer, and 
he made the statement to the effect, “Who shall I believe?” 
Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, could I ask the Solicitor a question ? 
Mr. Jensen. Yes; goright ahead. - 


JUSTIFICATION OF IRRIGATION FEATURES IN CERTAIN CONSTRUCTION 
PROJECTS 


Mr. Buner. Mr. Davis, I have noted here that in recent years by 
tving the word “irrigation” to a number of projects in the justifica- 
tions before this committee, that there now seems to be a tendency 
to use the word, although it actually does not mean that there is, in 
fact, any irrigation in the project. 

T assume that the wustification is made, and that you say so many 
thousands of acres are to be irrigated, when in truth and in fact there 
is at that time no concrete evidence that there will be irrigation. 

Do you, in your office, have any opinions as to whether that is legal 
under the Reclamation Act? In other words, do you have opinions 
which look behind the so-called purpose where irrigation is expressed 
as a purpose, but when there is, in fact, no irrigation there? 

Do you have any such opinions in your office where that has been 
gone into? 

Mr. Davis. Not that I know of. The violations, of course, are in 
the representation to the committee in the first instance. 

Mr. Buner. Yes, sir; but I would not want to say categorically that 
that is not legal, when there is, in fact, no irrigation connected with 
the project: but IT thought perhaps your office might have gone into 
that question at one time or another to determine whether that ty 
of project is actually legal under the Reclamation Act, or under the 
Flood Control Act, or any other legislation. 

Mr. Davis. Well, it might not be, but let me answer you in this 
way: 

After all, if there is such a case in a congressional authorization. 
and it has cleared the committees, and the committees have passed 
legislative authorizations which recite the irrigation project and so 
forth, T think the standard position of all of the executive depart- 
ments has always been that they do not set themselves up—maybe 
the courts might—but they do not set themselves up as undertaking 
to say that the Congress has exceeded its authority. 

That would be what you would be, in effect. saying if we said, “Well, 
the project is illegal, even though authorized by the Congress.” 

We would not want to get in that position, although there are situa- 
tions where that should, perhaps, be the answer to it, but I think it 
shonld be given by the judiciary, and not by an administrative 
authority. 

Mr. Buner. What you are saying would, in all probability, be true as 
to a specific act of Congress covering a specific project, but a number 
of projects have been started simply by receiving appropriations with- 
out specific authorizing legislation for that project. 

That is the type of thing that I am getting at. 

Mr. Davts. Well. I will answer that one readily enough, by saying 
those, of course, are started without authority if there is, in fact, no 
compliance with the reclamation acts, and therefore they are without 
authority, and the things done under them are probably illegal things. 
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I might remind you that the contract which I started to mention a 
while ago—the Clark-Hill-Greenwood transmission line controversy— 
which was before the committee in the last session—was one of those in 
which you recall the Federal court and the Comptroller, both, held that 
the Secretary had not actually complied with the requirements of the 
act oe authorizing that contract, and they set it aside, and stopped the 
work. 

Now, we are talking in very great generalities and, of course, any- 
thing we say must be covered by the particular facts of the particular 
ease, but, by and large, no department, of course, has a right to make 
fictitious assumptions as a basis for proceeding under a law, when their 
assumptions are required to be truthful and accurate assumptions. 

Mr. Norrevu. Mr. Budge, we have asked the Reclamation Service to 
give us, as you remember, a statement of the law under which they 
construed that they have authority to do this work. I assumed they 
might advise with the attorneys of the Department of the Interior 
when they prepared that statement. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; that is right. 


LANGUAGE CHANGES 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Davis, we have two attorneys on this committee 
now, and for many years Congressman Norrell was the man upon 
which the committee leaned for legal advice, to see that the language 
in the bill was proper, and that if any changes were made in the 
language, they had to clear Congressman Norrell before the committee 
would agree to that. 

Mr. Norrell did a very wonderful job. 

A couple of years ago Mr. Budge came on the committee and he is 
an attorney also. Both of these gentlemen are able attorneys, and we 
are fortunate in having now two attorneys on the committee, whom the 
committee will continue to look to in all legal matters pertaining to 
the duties which this committee has. 

In your language changes, of course, I have taken quite an active 
interest also, and will continue to do so, but I still am going to have 
to re Ng upon these two attorneys on the committee to guide us 
properly. 

0, we will start now, Mr. Beasley, and have your report on the 
first language change. 


SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Brastey. Mr. Chairman, the first change is on page 3 of the 
committee print of the bill, and it is the proposed deletion of the 
appropriation language of an item for planning for the construction 
and acquisition of transmission facilities of the Southeastern Power 
Administration. 

Inasmuch as there is no item in the budget for fiscal year 1955 for 
this purpose, this appropriation paragraph may be deleted. 

Mr. JensEN. That is very natural, and there is no purpose in having 
that language in there, because of the facts which you have just stated. 

Mr. Brastry. The next paragraph on that page, and the paragraph 
on page 4, are also proposed for deletion, inasmuch as the purpose of 
this language has been served. 
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That is the language that authorized the disposition of the Clark- 
Hill-Greenwood transmission facilities. 
Mr. JENsEN. All right. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Brastey. The next change appears on page 9: “Operation and 
Maintenance, Southwestern Power Administration.” 

The new language is authorizing the transfer of $520,000 from the 
construction appropriation to the operation and maintenance appro- 
perrenees thereby reducing the amount that would otherwise have to 

appropriated for operation and maintenance. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Braster. The next henge is on P e 12, and it is the deletion 
of the paragraph relating to the use of the continuing fund of the 
Southwestern Power Administration. 

Inasmuch as the fund will not be used in 1955 for the purchase of 
power, and the rental of facilities, this language will not be necessary. 

Mr. Norretu. Will you have any money in the bill for use in the case 
of an emergency ? 

Mr. Beastey. The fund continues to be available for emergencies to 
insure continuing operation. 

Mr. Norreuu. And, to be used only for that; is that right? 

Mr. Beastey. To be used only for emergencies which we interpret 
to be acts of God, or other unforeseen conditions. 


OIL AND GAS DIVISION 


The next eng is on page 18 and is the insertion of a new item for 
the Oil and Gas Division. 
This item was discussed at the time the oil and gas representatives 
were before the committee. / 
Mr. JENSEN. Is this the a 9 which is comparable to the lan- 
guage “5 was in the previous bill which covered the old Oil and Gas 
ivision 
Mr. Beastey. Yes; it is similar. I believe, the last time the Con- 
gress appropriated money for the Oil and Gas Division, it was appro- 
riated in the same item as the funds for the enforcement of the 
onnally Hot-Oil Act. Therefore, the language is somewhat different 
than it was previously, but, substantially, it is the same, insofar as it 
relates to the functions of the Oil and Gas Division. 
Mr. Norrevi. What new additional authority, in brief, does that 
give you? j 
Mr. Brastry. You mean as compared with what the Department 
is doing ¢ 
It = not provide us any additional authority. As you know, we 
have in the Department now the Petroleum Administration for De- 
fense, which is charged with the Secretary’s responsibility under the 
Defense Production Act on matters relating to petroleum and gas. 
Mr. Norrevi. Why do you need this if it does not give you any new 
authority or does not expand the authority which you now have? 
Mr. Brastey. We are deleting the request for finds appropriated 
to the Petroleum Administration for Defense which has been provided 
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for under a separate appropriation act. PAD is now in the process 
of being abolished. 

Mr. All right. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Beasley, you may proceed. 


BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


Mr. Brastry. The next change appears on page 33, and relates to 
the management of lands and resources, Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, 

You will note in the middle of the paragraph on that page new 
language— 
including the classification and survey of other lands in the Missouri River 
Basin. 

The language is necessary in view of the change in the method of 
appropriating funds for the Missouri River Basin. Heretofore the 
funds of the Bureau of Land Management for this purpose were pro- 
vided in the appropriation for construction and rehabilitation, Bureau 
of Reclamation, and were used for the classification and survey of 
other than public lands. 

Now, that the funds are being appropriated directly to the Bureau 
of Land Management, we would have to have authority for them to 
use the funds for the classification and survey of other lands—lands 
other than public lands. 

Mr. Norretn, And, you take the position that you have this au- 
thority now, but you need it inserted here because of the changes that 
you make under existing law? 

Mr. Brastey. It does not change what has been done heretofore. 

Mr. Norrett. Do you have authority to do what you have done 
heretofore ? 

_ Mr. Brastey. Under the appropriation to the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion; yes, sir. 

I would have to admit, however, that there is no authority for the 
Bureau of Land Management, under the law, to classify and survey 
lands other than public lands. 

Mr. Norrevt. And this would give you that additional authority? 

Mr. Brastey. In the Bureau of Land Management; that is correct, 
Congressman Norrell. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, sir; go right ahead. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Beasley, what lands, other than the public lands, 
does the Bureau of Land Shin ement now classify and survey ¢ 

Mr. Brastey. To my dawelliie. none, Congressman Budge. They 
do have authority, however, to accept contributions from people that 
wish to pay for the survey of public lands, where a survey is needed, 
and the Bureau of Land Management does not have adequate funds. 

Mr. Buper. The proviso following this language would permit that? 

Mr. Brastey. That is correct. 

Mr. Buvexr. I am not quite clear as to why this language would 
be necessary. 

Mr. Beastry. It relates only to the Missouri River Basin area, Con- 
gressman Budge, and it is justified.on the basis of having to reestablish 
the lines of the original surveys where the corners have been obliter- 
ated, due to the lapse of the time since their original establishment. 

42590—54—pt. 
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The determination of the position of these corners and boundaries 
is necessary to define lands to be purchased by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion for their purposes, including the acquisition of rights-of-way for 
canal and transmission lines, for-iand purchases in connection with 
reservoir sites, and for general administration of the many phases of 
the development of the Missouri River Basin. 

Mr. Bupee, Does not the Bureau of Reclamation do that, so far as 
the classification is concerned now 

Mr. Beastey. Yes; you are referring to the classification for irri- 

ation purposes. It is true that the Bureau of Reclamation is doing 
it, but this classification has to do with the utilization of the land for 
grazing, timber, and agricultural purposes. 

Mr. Boner. Even though it is not public land? 

Mr. Brastey. Yes, sir. 

‘ oe emg Are we going to extend the grazing to the Missouri 
alley 

Mr. Buver. Or to private land ¢ 

Mr. Norreii. How about taking it down in Arkansas? 

Mr. Beastey. Congressman, I think if you will go back and review 
the program that has been proposed for the Missouri River Basin, in 
the annual estimates before the committee, you will find that there has 
been quite a comprehensive program calling for full development of 
the area. 

Mr. Norretit, Somewhat similar to the Arkansas Basin; is it not? 

Mr. Brastey. The study now going on; yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Norrew. That is all. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Beasley, one further question. 

In regard to this survey, and since you are going to lands other than 
Sener sande, why would not the proper agency be the Geological 

urvey 

Mr. Beastry. These are cadastral surveys. The topographic survey 
is made by the Geological Survey. 

Mr. Buper. That seems to be a rather peculiar field for the Bureau 
of Land Management to be engaged in. 

Mr. Beastey. It is a continuation of what they are doing, or what 
they have been doing, and I should think it is up to the committee as 
to whether they want to reexamine the matter. 

Mr. Jensen. The law that established the Missouri Valley project 
was rather broad, and quite inclusive. 

Mr. BrEastry. Yes, sir; it was. 

Mr. Buper. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Beastey. The next change appears on page 38: “Construction, 
Bureau of Land Man ent.” 

You will notice new language in the middle of the paragraph on that 
page. This new language provides that the “Operation and mainte- 
nance” costs of the access roads of the Fadg ag and California lands 
shall be reimbursed to the general fund in the Treasury, the same as 
the construction costs of these roads. 

— Norrex. The general fund in the Treasury? Why do you want 
that 
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Mr. Beastey. It states “shall be reimbursed to the general funds of 
the Treasury.” You will recall that year before last, when Congress 
began to appropriate money for these roads on the Oregon and Cali- 
fornia lands, they provided that the cost to the Federal Government 
should be returned from the revenues derived from the Oregon and 
California lands. 

These roads are being completed, and the operation and mainte- 
nance costs are to be recovered in the same manner. 

Mr. Norrevy. Are we going to continue to operate these roads when 
there is no longer any timber in there to be taken out? 

Mr. Brastey. I certainly should not think so. 

Mr. Norrett. Well, what do you think about it? What is the posi- 
tion of the Interior Department? 

Mr. Brastey. I doubt if the time will ever come when the roads can- 
not be used for timber purposes, inasmuch as the Oregon and Califor- 
nia lands are operated on a sustained-yield basis. 

Mr. Norretu. I wish you would come down in Arkansas and build 
some roads in the Ouachita National Forest, and then keep them up 
down through the years. 

Mr. Brastey. This is not costing the Federal Government anything. 
I should think, if a similar arrangement presents itself in Avkaibes, 
it would be a good thing to do. 


ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 
The next change appears on page 41: “Administrative provisions, 
Bureau of Land Management.” 


The first change is the proposed deletion of the authority contained 
in the 1944 act for the purchase of one airplane. 


Inasmuch as there is no airplane purchase contemplated in 1955, 
this language is no longer necessary, 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


There is, also, some new language appearing in the middle of the 
paragraph on the same page, which includes operation and mainte- 
nance of the access roads on the O. and C. lands to conform to the 
same provision as for the construction of roads. 


BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 


The next change appears on page 50: “Resources management, Bu- 
reau of Indian Affairs,” and it is the proposed deletion of language for 
“conducting agricultural experiments and demonstrations.” 

The activities conducted under this authority have been transferred 
to the Department of Agriculture, and this authority in the Depart- 
ment of the Interior bill is no longer necessary. 


CONSTRUCTION 


The next change appears on page 55: “Construction, Bureau of In- 
dian Affairs,” and the proposed deletion of the proviso begins near 
the bottom of that page and continues on the next page. 

The purpose of the language which authorized the transfer of cer- 
tain lands and school facilities to the Indian tribes is no longer neces- 
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sary, inasmuch as the transfer will have been accomplished under this 
language. 109 fires! 

‘The next proviso on page 56 is also proposed for deletion. It au- 
thorizes the acquisition of lands for the enlargement of the Picacho 
Reservoir. 

The purpose of this language has been served, and it is no longer 
necessary. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Mr. Norrett. Why is the language “Except the revolving fund for 
loans” necessary to be in the bill? 

Would you like to check into that and insert it into the record? 

Mr. Brastry. Yes; I had rather insert it in the record. T think I 
can see the purpose of it, but I would rather check on it. 

Mr. Do that. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 

The language “except the revolving fund for loans” is a prohibition against 

the use of this fund to cover administrative costs. Although no request is made 


for funds in fiscal year 1955, the funds are available to make loans from prior 
appropriations. 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
CONSTRUCTION AND REHABIUATATION 


Mr. Beastey. The next change appears on page 76: “Construction 
and rehabilitation, Bureau of Rec Eeotion. > when new language 
near the first of the paragraph: “including payments under the act 
of August 15, 1953,” is inserted. — 

Included in the budget estimate are funds in the amount of 
$1,009,500 to pay for the lands obtained from Shoshone and Arapaho 
Tribes of the Wind River Reservation in Wyoming. 

The next change is the proposed deletion of language. 

The first proviso to be deleted is the one that authorized $268,000 to 
be available for the emergency rehabilitation of the Dalton Gardens 
irrigation project in Idaho. 

The purpose of this language has been served, and ‘is no longer 
necessary. 

The same thing is true with respect to the following proviso on the 
Avondale irrigation project in Idaho. 

The same explanation applies to the next proviso in connection with 
the Buford-Trenton project, 

Also, the proviso beginning at the top of page 77 is proposed for 
deletion, inasmuch as its purpose has been served. 

This was the provision that. provided that not: to exceed $1 million 
of the amount apprepriated for the Missouri River Basin project shal! 
be nonreimbursable, representing that portion of the cost of the 
Pactola Dam which was allocated to furnish water for the Ellsworth 


Air Force Base. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


The next change appears on page 87, “Operation and maintenance, 
Bureau of Reclamation,” and it is the new language, beginning with 
the proviso near the bottom of the page. ‘i 

The purpose of this language is to provide for the proper accounting, 
within the terms of the legislation, for capital expenditures on ‘the 
Hoover Dam. lo 
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Under the law, the revenues of the project cannot be used for capital 
investment, but the revenues can be used for operation and main- 
tenance. Under our accounting system maintenance expenditures 
frequently are classified as capital expenditures, if it results im an 
improvement that should be amortized over a period of years. 

r. Norreci. Can you do that without the usual appropriation ¢ 

Mr. Brastry. If the language were not in this part of the appropri- 
ation bill, we would have to ask for funds in the construction and 
rehabilitation item. 

Mr. Norrewui. If the language is enacted into law, the annual appro- 
priation would have to be made the same as it is now é 

Mr. Brastery. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Norretx, What difference does that make than under the exist- 
ing law? 

Mr. Beastey. It does not change the basic requirement of the law 
at all. It merely simplifies the manner in which the funds would be 
provided for minor Improvements that, under accounting require- 
ments, would have to be classified as capital expenditures. 

Mr. Jensen. All right; you may proceed, 

Mr. Beastey. The next change is on page 96, and is the proposed 
deletion of the appropriation item “Emergency fund, Bureau of 
Reclamation.” 

Mr. Norrety. Will you suspend there just a minute, and go back to 
this other item—the first proviso on page 78? Do you need that now? 

Mr. Beastey. That is a provision that has appeared in the appro- 
priation acts for a number of years, as you will recall, Congressman. 

Mr, Norre.y. Will you investigate that also, and insert your answer 
in the record ? 

Mr. Brastey. This is a restriction on the use of the funds, because of 
some differences of opinion on the project, but I will elaborate on that 
explanation by the insertion of a statement in the record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 

During hearings om the 1949 appropriations, irrigation interests in Nebraska 
downstream from the Glendo site appeared before the Senate congressional 
Appropriations Committee and expressed concern over the belief that the opera- 
tion of the large Glendo Reservoir would interfere with their established water 
rights. Following this presentation, the Senate subcommittee wrote into the 
1949 Appropriation Act (Public Law 841), 80th Congress, 2d session, language 
providing that “no part of this appropriation may be used for surveys, designs, or 
construction of the Glendo project, Wyoming, or any feature thereof to a greater 
capacity or for other purposes than set forth in Senate Document No. 191, 78th 
Congress, 2d session, without the specific authorization of the Congress.” The 
1950 Appropriation Act (Public Law 350), 81st Congress, Ist session, provided 
that “in order to promote agreement among the States of Nebraska, Wyoming, 
and Colorado, and to avoid any possible alteration of existing vested rights, no 
part of this or of any prior appropriation shall be used for construction or for 
further commitment for construction of the Glendo unit or any feature thereof, 
until a definite plan report thereon has been completed, reviewed by the States 
of Nebraska, Wyoming, and Colorado, and approved by the Congress.” A similar 
provision was contained in the 1951, 1952, 1953, and 1954 appropriation acts, 

Mr, Jensen. Mr. Beasley, I thought the States that are involved in 
this matter had gotten together and had agreed on this matter, and I 
did not know it was necessary to change this language in the bill at this 
time. 

Mr. Beastey. T think that I should check on that. As you know, 
Mr. Chairman, we had proposed the deletion of these restrictions each 
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year, and they were left in because the controversy had not been re- 
solved, but if it has been resolved, that should be deleted. 

Mr. Marr. I think we all understand that the States have agreed, 
and that. the compact has been executed, but I think the reason that. it 
is in there, is that it has not been approved by the Congress. The re- 
port is completed, but it has not been approved by the Secretary as yet. 

Mr. Jensen. You can inform the committee on that, before we mark 
up the bill, as to just what the status is. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 

The report called for in these appropriation acts was completed in 1952 by 
the regional director of the Bureau of Reclamation at Denver and submitted to 
the States of Nebraska, Wyoming, and Colorado. These States have reviewed 
the report and are not opposed to the conclusions and recommendations contained 
therein. The report is now under review in the Department of the Interior, and it 


is contemplated that it will shortly be forwarded to the Congress via the Bureau 
of the Budget. 


EMERGENCY FUND 


Mr. Brastey. Returning to page 96, the Emergency fund, Bureau of 
Reclamation, inasmuch as there are no funds requested in 1955, this 
paragraph is not necessary. 


PURCHASE OF AIRCRAFT 


On page 99, there is new language on the second line of the para- 
graph authorizing the purchase of one aircraft. 

This new language proposes the purchase of a light aircraft for 
patrolling the transmission lines in the Missouri River Basin area. 

Mr. Norreti. What is the need for that light aircraft? 

Mr. Brastry. There are approximately 2,600 miles of transmission 
lines in the Missouri River Basin that can be readily patrolled by air, 
and it is my understanding that the use of the aircraft for patrolling 
the lines is quite common in the utility business. 

Mr. Jensen. Why is it not to purchase a helicopter instead of a 
regular plane? 

r. Beastey. This is for the purchase of an airplane. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, of course, a helicopter is an aircraft, so far as 
that is concerned. 

Mr. Brastey. That is true. 

Mr. Jensen. It would appear to me that the helicopter would be 
more in line with the kind of job that an aircraft would have to do in 
that area. 

Of course, I realize that there is a lot of area in the Missouri Valley. 

Mr. Buner. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


TYPF OF AIRCRAFT PROPOSED FOR PURCHASE 


Mr. Norretx. If this language is granted, I wonder what kind of 
aircraft they would want to buy? Do you know? 

Mr. Brastry. This would be a two-place aircraft. I would like 
to report to the committee that a large airplane of the Bureau of 
Reclamation has been disposed of in the last year. That was the one 
that did the most passenger business. 

Mr. Buper. The ones from Bonneville do a lot of passenger business, 
too. 

Mr. Brastry. I thought they had the helicopters. 
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Mr. Buper. No; they have the small cabin plane that they fly people 
around in. I saw two of them on the airfield in my home city this 
last year, and there was not any Bonneville business anywhere around 
there. 

Mr. Norretn. Do you know why it is that they do not buy helicopters 
instead of small aircraft? 

Mr. Beastey. They use both, and it depends on the conditions and 
the circumstances of the purposes to be served. 

Mr. Norreti. They do not want to use both here; why can they not 
have a helicopter ¢ 

Mr. Beasury. I think it is because 2,600 miles of transmission lines 
in the Missouri River Basin would be somewhat difficult to patrol by a 
helicopter. 

Mr. Norrett. Would they not need a helicopter before they would 
need an airplane? 

Mr. Beastey. I would not attempt to explain the reasons for it. 

Mr. Norret.. I would say that they would; it appears to me that 
they would. 

Mr. Brastey. I would be glad to obtain a statement as to why the 
decision was made to obtain an airplane rather than a helicopter. 


STATEMENT ON CHOICE OF AIRPLANE INSTEAD OF HELICOPTER FOR USE IN REGION 6, 
BureAv OF RECLAMATION 


A slow speed, single-engine, two-passenger commercial plane is desired for 
patrol purposes. If available, a high wing plane is preferred. Consideration 
was given to a helicopter, but this would cost more and is not as well adapted 
to the cold temperatures and icing conditions which prevail in the area. The 
plane would be used to patrol some 3,000 miles of line now existing in the region, 
and additional lines as constructed. 

Mr. Jensen. Would it not be cheaper to rent an airplane whenever 
it is needed, than to maintain an airplane and pilot and everything, 
and all the other expenses that go with it? 

The Civil Aeronautics Authority, I understand, rents airplanes for 
the business of the Administration ; do they not ? 

I understand they have their own airplanes, but they use rental 
aircraft for their inspectors. 

Mr. Norreti. Would the cost of this plane and the operation of it 
be charged to the project that it is used in looking after and not to the 
general fund? 1 

Mr. Beastey. Yes, sir. This would be reimbursable cost. 


FUNDS FOR MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROJECT 


The next change is on page 100, and is the proposed deletion of 

certain language in the paragraph relating to allotments to the 
Missouri River Basin project. This change is necessitated by reason 
of the fact the funds for the Missouri River Basin are being appro- 
priated directly to the several agencies of the Department engaged 
in that program rather than in a lump sum to the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and allotted to the several bureaus. 
_ Mr. Buper. I note all the way through here that the Missouri River 
Basin funds which, as I understand, in past years have been kept in 
a separate category, are now being lumped with all of the other 
activities of the Bureau of Reclamation in the 17 reclamation States. 
Is that correct ? 
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Mr. Brastry. No. It is just the reverse. Heretofore the Missouri 
River Basin work was appropriated for in a single appropriation, 
lump sum, to the Bureau of Reclamation and in turn allotted to the 
several agencies in the Department. This year we are proposing that 
the funds of the several agencies for work in the Missouri River 
Basin be appropriated directly to those agencies. 

Mr. Buner. Is there a commingling of the funds between the Mis- 
souri River Basin and the activities of the Bureau of Reclamation 
in the reclamation States? 

Mr. Beastey. Yes. The appropriation for the Missouri River Basin 
appears under the appropriation for all other reclamation activities 
under the several appropriation items—investigations, construction 
and rehabilitation, and operation and maintenance. 

Mr. Bupor. Using this one as an example of “general investiga- 
tions,” does that mean when we make the appropriation it is then 
within the discretion of the Bureau as to what geographical locality 
the funds are to be expended for, or is there a particular allocation 
for the Missouri River Basin as there has been in the past? 

Mr. Brastey. There will be an allocation, an allotment, made from 
“General investigations” for the Missouri River Basin. 

Mr. Bupes. As an individual item or by action of the Bureau ? 

Mr. Brastey. Administrative action, Of course, we indicate in 
our justifications the amount that will be allotted to the Missouri River 
Basin. In accordance with the understanding the Department had 
with Congress, under our SPPEOprINHOR structure we apply funds 
exactly in accordance with the manner they were justified as to use, 
subject only to such modifications as the committees of Congress might 
make during the process of appropriating the funds. 


CHANGE IN POLICY OF FINANCING WORK IN MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 


Mr. Buper. I think, Mr. Chairman, if I understand it correctly, this 
is something that might be a pretty serious policy question. It is my 
impression that the Missouri River Basin has been set up as a separate 
appropriation and in each appropriation you could tell just how much 
money was going into the Missouri River Basin in each bureau. Now, 
as I understand it, this would commingle all of the funds in the appro- 
priation act itself and then it would be subject to discretionary action 
within the Department, governed by the justifications. Is that right? 

Mr. Beastey. That is correct. 

Mr. Buper. But it is quite a policy change, is it not, Mr. Beasley ? 

Mr. Brastey. No, sir; I would not say it was a policy change in the 
sense that it changes the method any different from what we do gen- 
erally throughout the Department. It is a rather drastic change in 
the method of financing the cost of the work in the Missouri River 
Basin insofar as the allocation of the appropriation is concerned. 

The general investigations in the Missouri River Basin heretofore 
have been provided for under “Construction and rehabilitation,” and 
identified im the same manner it is now identified under “General 
investigations.” 

Mr. Buper. But it was so identified in the appropriation act itself; 
was it not? 

Mr. Brasiry. No, sir ; it was not. 
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Mr. Buper. Did we not make two appropriations, one for “General 
investigations” and one for “General investigations in the Missouri 
River Basin”? 

Mr. Brastry. You had a separate appropriation item “General 
investigations” which covered the investigative work of the Bureau 
of Reclamation except in the Missouri River Basin. 

Mr. Boupver. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Brastxey. That is correct. Funds for investigation in the 
Missouri River Basin were appropriated under “Construction and 
rehabilitation,” the same as work of the Geological Survey, the 
Bureau of Mines, Fish and Wildlife, and the Park Service. 

Mr. Buper. What is the need for the change? 

Mr. Beastey. The Bureau of the Budget feels that the Missouri 
River Basin should be financed in the same manner as all other work 
of the Department in other areas of the United States. We have not 
had a single appropriation to the Department for all of the work in 
the Columbia River Basin, nor in California, nor elsewhere except in 
the Missouri River Basin where each agency has come under this 
appropriation item. 

Mr. Buner. That is just what I was getting at. Of course, those 
areas were covered in the Reclamation Act for the 17 western States, 
and now you are bringing in another geographical area and lumping 
them all together; are you not ¢ 

Mr. Beastry. It is just the reverse of lumping them together. We 
have been lumping all of the work together in the Missouri River 
Basin, and you have been appropriating for it under “Construction 
and rehabilitation” in the Bureau of Reclamation. Now the work the 
Geological Survey is doing on topographic mapping and water re- 
sources appears in the ee agama of the Geological Survey for 
topographic mapping and water resources but no longer appears in 
the Bureau of Reclamation appropriation. 

Mr. Buner. That, I think, is quite a policy change. I wish you 
would insert a statement in the record as to the necessity for it and 
just what its effect is. 

Mr. Brastey. It is quite a policy change in the method of providing 
the funds. I will admit that. And we should recognize it as being a 
major change in the policy of financing the work in the Missouri 
River Basin. 

Mr. Norrett. Won't it be hard to find out exactly what you are 
putting in the Missouri River Basin when you scatter the money 
out in so many different bureaus? 

Mr. Beastry. The only way we can do it is to provide you with a 
supplemental statement which you would have to refer to in order 
to get that information. 

Mr. Norreri. Are you planning to do that? 

Mr. Brastry. I understand it was requested at the time the Bureau 
of Reclamation appeared before the committee. 

Mr. Jensen. The clerk informs me the statement which Mr. Budge 
has just: requested has already been inserted in the record. 

Mr. Bunce. Is that the one with the long tabulation ? 

Mr. Berastey. I understand the table showing that information 
has been provided, but the necessity, as was requested, for this change 
has not been provided the committee. And I will be glad to provide 
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the committee with a detailed statement as to the reason this change 
has been proposed in the 1955 budget. 
(The statement is as follows :) 


MIssouRI RIVER BASIN PROJECT PROGRAM FINANCING 


In a letter dated July 24, 1953, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, advised 
the Secretary of the Interior that in submitting estimates for the 1955 budget: 

“Programs of other participating agencies, Missouri River Basin, Bureau 
of Reclamation, will hereafter be financed by other Interior bureaus.” 

The 1955 budget for the Department was submitted to the Bureau of the 
Budget by the Secretary and in his letter of October 29, 1953, Secretary McKay 
stated to the Director: 

“The programs for the other agencies in the Missouri River Basin have 
been included in the respective programs of the other agencies as provided 
in the ceiling letter. The changed procedure will require careful consideration 
by the Bureau of the Budget in making the budget allowance to assure a properly 
coordinated program. We question the advisability of changing the method 
of appropriating funds for the Missouri River Basin program. However, the 
estimates are submitted as required in your letter with the understanding 
that should the change prove inadequate to a well-balanced program, considera- 
tion will be given to financing it as heretofore.” 

Prior to fiseal year 1955, the Bureau of Reclamation ineluded in its estimate 
for the appropriation “Construction and rehabilitation” funds for programs of 
the other bureaus in the Department which were a part of the Missouri River 
Basin project. The Department in turn allotted these funds to the several 
bureaus. The major purpose of the Department for financing these operations 
was to avoid separate consideration of each bureau’s program with the possible 
result of an unbalanced overall program. There also is an advantage in the 
appropriation process for review of an integrated program under a single 
appropriation item. 

The effect of the proposal included in the 1955 budget presentation is that 
the program of each bureau of the Department is included in the amount to be 
appropriated for that bureau. There is, however, the disadvantage that it is 
necessary to prepare supplementary information if the overall program for the 
Department is desired. 


IDENTIFICATION OF MISSOURI RIVER BASIN EXPENDITURES UNDER NEW PROCEDURE | 


Mr. Buper. Let me ask you one other question. Would it be easier 
or more difficult to identify expenditures within the Missouri River 
Basin under the new procedure or under the old appropriation 
procedure ¢ 

Mr. Brastry. It would be more difficult under the new procedure. 

Mr. Buper. Has anyone in the Department ever discussed this with 
the National Reclamation Association or any other of the agencies 
that would have an interest in it ? 

Mr. Brastey. No, sir; not to my knowledge. It was discussed quite 
thoroughly in the Department. As I stated earlier, it was at the sug- 
gestion of the Budget Bureau that this change was made. The De- 
partment advised the Bureau of the Budget while it would be 
able to accepting the change, it was the intention of the Department 
to observe the effect and, if it appeared this was an unwise move, we 
would ask the Bureau of the Budget to reconsider its position in the 
matter. 

Mr. Bunce. The thing I am getting at is this, and I think the com- 
mittee should consider it very carefully: In the area of the 17 reclama- 
tion States, each project has been individually authorized and we can 
look at the individual projects and see just what the economics are 
of the individual projects. The Missouri Basin project was not so 
authorized but was a very all-inclusive thing. I think this procedure 
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will make it almost. impossible for Congress to see what the economies 
are not only for the entire Missouri River Basin project but it will 
certainly be extremely difficult to determine the economics of any 
individual project on which this committee has passed year after year. 
Mr. Davis, would you want to comment on that either off the record 
or on the record ¢ 
(Discussion off the record.) 


NEED FOR COORDINATED PROGRAM IN MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 


Mr. Brastxry. I would like to say, Congressman Budge, the point 
you are making is no doubt an important one, but that was not the rea- 
soning behind .the Department’s thinking at the time it recommended 
to the Congress that it appropriate all of the Missouri River Basin 
funds in one item. The thinking of the Department was that there 
was a need to keep the various programs well coordinated and inte- 
grated and, if funds were appropriated to several agencies, one 
agency would get its funds, one would not; one would have a reduc- 
tion, and certainly there would be an unbalanced, uncoordinated 
development program for the Missouri River Basin. 

That is one reason the Department feels this matter should be 
looked at closely, if this change takes place, for the purpose of deter- 
mining that it will not adversely affect the coordination of the Depart- 
ment’s work in the Missouri River Basin. 

Mr. Buneer. If it is put into effect even for 1 year, would it not 
be very difficult to bring your accounting for the mdividual projects 
back into focus ¢ 

Mr. Brastey. My answer would be in the affirmative to that 
question. 


BUREAU OF MINES 
CONSTRUCTION . 


The next change appears on page 124 under “Construction, Bureau 
of Mines.” It is the deletion of the construction item in the Bureau 
of Mines, since there are no funds requested in the 1955 budget. 


ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 


The next change appears on page 129, “Administrative provisions, 
Bureau of Mines.” It is the proposed deletion of the paragraph 
having to do with the production of power in the powerplant of the 
Bureau of Mines at Louisiana, Mo. Inasmuch as operations at 
Louisiana, Mo., are no longer under the jurisdiction of the Depart- 
ment and we are not operating the powerplant there, this language 
is not necessary. 

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 


LANGUAGE FOR ACQUISITION OF SITE AND PREPARATION OF PLANS FOR BUILDING 
IN WASHINGTON AREA 


Mr. Jensen. Let us turn back to the Geological Survey. Dr. 
Wrather has submitted some language which I would like to have in- 


1286 


serted in the record under the item “Surveys, investigations, and re- 
search,” reading as follows: 

Provided further, That $400,000 of the funds appropriated under this head in 
the Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1954, is hereby continued available 
until expended for acquisition of a building site and preparation of plans and 
specifications for a building or buildings to meet the special needs of the Geological 
Survey in the metropolitan area of Washington, D. C., subjeet to the enactment 
of lease- purchase or other authorizing legislation. 

As we all know, the oflices and personnel of the Geological Survey 
are scattered in some 15 or 16 locations around Washington, D. C., and 
I have for many years, as have other members of the committee, 
thought it is a most costly situation. On several occasions I have 
talked with Dr. Wrather about it and to other people, and I have sug- 
eas for many years back that we give consideration to the matter of 

uilding a suitable structure for the Geological Survey to put at least 
the most of its personnel under one roof here in the District of Co- 
lumbia. When Dr. Wrather was before the committee recently, the 
subject was brought up, and I think generally speaking the commit- 
tee—not every one—feels certainly it is pennywise and pound-foolish 
to continue the present situation where these offices of the Geological 
Survey are scattered all over town. It is not only the cost, but it is a 
fire hazard that we are risking in some of these firetraps where those 
very expensive maps are being stored and expensive machinery is 
housed. If we should have a fire in one of those puildings where those 
very, very important maps and equipment are located, it would be a 
most difficult thing and a most costly thing one could imagine. And 
not only that, but in case of an emergency—I hope we do not get into 
another war—if we were to lose those maps that the military must de- 
pend on to a great degree in wartime, especially, it would be a terrible 
deterrent to our war effort. 

So this is a matter I have taken a considerable interest in. I do 
not want to spend money that should not be spent; but, in the long 
run, sooner or later a building has to be built. hile I realize this is 
possibly a bad time to spend money for this purpose, nonetheless it 
goes beyond the dollar problem; it goes into the emergency category. 
And that is why Dr. Wrather has submitted this language. 

I did not think, however, he would need $400,000 for the preparation 
of plans and specifications. 

Mr. Beastey. That includes the acquisition of a building site. 

Mr. Jensen. Is the acquisition of the site in there ? 

Mr. Brastey. Yes. That isthe big item. 

Mr. Jensen. Has the Department reviewed this language—is it 
proper language, and do they want this language in the bill? 


RECOMMENDATION OF SURVEY TEAM ON NEED OF BUILDING 


Mr. Brastry. I would like to answer the latter part of that question 
first. The survey team, the team that the Secretary engaged to look 
into the operations and organization of the Geological Survey, strongly 
recommended that the Department exert every possible effort to get 
a building that would house all of the Geological Survey operations 
in the metropolitan area of Washington, and im presenting their 
report they orally expressed to the Secretary their concern that this 
thing was of greater importance than the average person attached to it. 
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So, on that point, the Department is very much in favor of such an 
arrangement. 

This is the first time I have seen the language you have been dis- 
cussing. It appears to be in very fine form and should not be objec- 
tionable, inasmuch as it is subject to the enactment of legislation 
by Congress before they can proceed with this authority. It would 
merely give them an early start should Congress later pass legislation 
that would permit the Government to engage in this type of arrange- 
ment for the building. 

Mr. Jensen. The committee will take it under advisement. 


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


MANAGEMENT AND PROTECTION 


Mr. Beastey. The next change is on page 133, “National Park 
Service. Management protection,” and is deletion of the language 
appearing near the bottom of the paragraph “except the Missouri 
River Basin.” The purpose of that has been explained. 

Mr. Norret. If we do not do what you have previously asked, 
then this language should remain as it is now? 

Mr. Brastey. That is correct. 


CONDEMNATION OF LANDS 


Mr. Jensen. Would the Department have any objection to inchud- 
ing the following language in the report: 

In connection with the appropriated and donated funds for the acquisition of 
lands, unless clearance by the House Interior Subcommittee on Appropriations is 
previously obtained, no land is to be taken by the National Park Service through 
condemnation procedure when the use of such procedure is objected to by the 
owner, 

Ps is language that has been submitted to us by the National Park 
rvice. 

Mr, Beastry. I do not think we would have any objection to that 
language. As you know, it is our practice now not to condemn land 
with the acquisition funds. The committee has indicated in appro- 

riating funds for land acquisition that we are not to condemn lands. 

his ] e would permit us to condemn land but only upon ap- 
proval of a committee of Congress. 

Mr. Jensen. At the present time you do not have that authority to 
condemn land; do you £ 

Mr. Beastey. We have statutory authority, but, upon the recom- 
mendation of this committee, the Department has not exercised it. 

Mr. JeNsEN. The Department, then, would have no objection to 
the language which I have just read ? 

Mr. Brastey. No, sir; we would have no objection to the require- 
ment that we check with a committee of Congress. 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


PROTECTION OF FLORIDA KEY DEER 


Mr, Jensen. Mr. Budge calls my attention to the fact that $30,000 
- again in this bill for the Key deer, under the Fish and Wildlife 
rvice. 
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Mr. Beastzy. Let me provide the committee with a statement on 
t. 


(The statement is as follows:) 


Following exhaustion of funds formerly provided by private cooperators and 
handled as trust funds and after approval of the Interior Department Appro- 
priation Act, 1954, on July 31, 1953, which authorized use of management funds 
for “Leasing and management of lands for the protection of Florida key deer,” 
the Service commenced payment for these operations from the appropriation for 
“Management of resources.” The budget for fiscal year 1954 is estimated at 
$4,500 which includes the salary and expenses of one GS-5 employee and $300 for 
the lease of lands. Land is being leased at the nominal fee of $1 per lease and 
5 or 6 leases, covering approximately 200 to 300 acres have been consummated 
to date. The budget for fiscal year 1955 will be approximately $5,200. 

Funds to finance these costs are included in the 1955 budget estimates for 
“Management of resources” and are covered in the justifications on page FW-24 
under the heading South Florida Refuges. The amount shown in the justifica- 
tions is greater than that discussed in the preceding paragraph inasmuch as the 
key deer area is under a single administration, including the Great White Heron 
and Loxahatchee Refuges, under the general heading of South Florida Refuges. 

The wording “Leasing and management of lands for the protection of the 
Florida key deer” under the appropriation for “Management of resources” 
should be continued as this is the only authorization which the Service has to 
carry on conservation operations for Florida key deer on non-Federal areas and 
is the only authority for the leasing of lands for that purpose. 


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


MANAGEMENT AND PROTECTION 


Mr. Brastry. The next change is also on page 138 and is the pro- 

sed deletion of the provision inserted in the Appropriation Act 
bor 1954 that requires the Secretary to transmit to the Speaker of 
the House and the President of the Senate proposed awards of con- 
cession contracts at least 60 days before such awards are made. This 
was made permanent legislation last year. 

Mr. Norreizi. How would we know what is going on? 

Mr. Beastey. We would have to continue to submit the proposed 
contracts because Congress in approving this langu e last year pro- 
vided that the Secretary “shall hereafter report anid it became per- 
manent. 

Mr. Norreti. That takes the place of this? 

Mr. Beastey. That is correct 

The next change is on page 146, the proposed deletion of the para- 
graph in the 1954 Appropriation Act for the liquidation of obliga- 
tions incurred pursuant to contractual authority. The purpose has 
been served. , 


ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 


On page 149, “Administrative provisions, National Park Service,” 
we are merely changing the citation ofan act. — 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


PURCHASE OF AIRCRAFT 


The next change is on page 170, “Administrative provisions, Fish 
and Wildlife Service.” e change would provide for the purchase 
of 9 aircraft, of which 8 shall be for replacement only. In 1954 we 
had authority to purchase 6. We are asking authority to purchase 9 in 
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’ 1955. Eight of them would be for replacement. One would be an 
; addition to the fleet. 

4 (Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. The most of those are for use in Alaska; are they? 
Mr. Beastey. Yes, sir. These nine aircraft are to be used in Alaska. 


: Eight will be used, as indicated, for replacement, and the one addi- 
tional aircraft would be for enforcement work in connection with 
refuge management. 


The Fish and Wildlife Service now has a total of 57 planes, and 40 
of them are in Alaska. Nearly all of the planes operated by the Fish 
and Wildlife Service are operated in Alaska. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to insert in the record the location of the 
planes to be replaced if you grant this authority, because I see some- 
thing here which leads me to believe that some of them are for use in 
the United States. 

(The information is as follows :) 


LOCATION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE AIRCRAFT PROPOSED FOR PURCHASE 
IN 1955 


One new aircraft for refuge management in Alaska. 

One replacement for predatory control work for use in Alaska. 

j One replacement for fisheries management work for use in Alaska. 

; Two replacements for refuge operations, one to be used in Utah, the other to 
, be used in North Dakota. 

Two replacements for flyway agents, both to be used in Alaska. 

{ Two replacements for game agents, one to be used in North Carolina, the 
other to be used in Wisconsin. 


OFFICE OF TERRITORIES 


. ADMINISTRATION OF TERRITORIES 


Mr. Brastexy. The next change is on page 173 and is the proposed 
deletion of language in the administrative item for the Office of Ter- 
. ritories—the deletion of the language that authorized the painting of 

the Jesse Lee Orphanage in Alaska. The purpose has been served, 
and the languages no longer necessary. 


TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS 


; .-The next change appears on page 178 and isthe proposed deletion 
of the proviso that extended the authority of the Island Trading 
Company until December 31, 1954. Inasmuch as this authority con- 
tinues until] that time, we hope to be able to comply with the require- 
ment to terminate the activities ofthe Island Trading Company. 
_The other-deletions are proposed inasmuch as we anticipate organic 
Jegislation will be enacted by June,30, 1954, and these provisions will 
not be required. 
AASIKA BATEROAD REVOLVING FUND 


The next change is on page 192, “Alaska Railroad revolving fund,” 
the proposed deletion of the following language : 


Operation of facilities under the jurisdiction of the railroad in Mount Me- 
Kinley National Park. 


This language is proposed for deletion inasmuch as the railroad has 
relinquished its jurisdiction of the facilities in Mount McKinley Na- 
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tional Park and they haye been returned to the National Park Service. 

At the bottom of that page we again repeat our request for an in- 
crease in the salaries that can be paid to employees of the railroad. 
We ask that the general manager's salary be increased from $13,000 
to $14,000, and we ask that the limitation on the salary of any other 
employee of the railroad be increased from $11,000 to $12,500. 

th would like to point out the restrictions in the current appropriation 
act make impossible the payment of salaries by the railroad equivalent 
to those on other Government operations in Alaska, 


FORCE ACCOUNT LIMITATION 
Mr. Jensen. Where does the language appear regarding the force 


account limitation 

Mr. Larson. Under “Administrative provisions for construction of 
roads, Alaska.” 

Mr. JeNsEN. Has any change been recommended in that? 

Mr. Larson. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Neither in Alaska nor the other? 

Mr. Larson. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. We allow 12 percent force account in the United States 
for the Bureau of Reclamation and 15 ae in Alaska? 

Mr. Brastry. Seventeen and one-half percent in Alaska. 

Mr. Jensen. Where is that? 

Mr. Page 190. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


PURCHASE OF PASSENGER MOTOR VEHICLES 


The next change is on page 208, section 107 of the general provisions. 
We are requesting that the S carenanh have authority to purchase 800 
passenger motor vehicles in 1955 for replacement only, and that one 
of these automobiles may be purchased at a price not to exceed $2,750. 
This one authorization would be an automobile for the Governor of 
Alaska, where $2,750 is about the minimum you could expect to acquire 
an automobile for in the Territory of Alaska. 

Mr. JensEN. How many automobiles does the Department of the 
Interior now own? 

Mr. Beastxy. The Department of the Interior on December 1, 1953, 
had 5,547 passenger-carrying vehicles, This included 5,104 automo- 
biles, 336 buses, and 107 ambulances. 

Mr. Jensen. Are you convinced that these 800 automobiles are now 
of such age that they are too expensive to operate ? . 

Mr. Brastry. Yes, sir; we are. And I have information here con- 
cerning the proposed purchase of replacements for each of our 
agencies. For instance, for Bonneville we propose to replace 15 au- 
tomobiles; 13 of those have been from 60,000 to 80,000 miles, and 2 have 
been in excess of 80,000 miles. | 

Mr. Jensen. Will you put that chart in the record? 

Mr. Berastey. I will be glad to put this chart in the record. 
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Mr. Beastey. Also I would like to cal) the committee’s attention to 
the fact that for the period from July 1, 1953, to December 1, 1953, a 

riod of 5 months, we decreased the number of automobiles from 
6,348 to 5,547—a decrease of 801 automobiles in a 5-month period. 


VIRGIN ISLANDS CORPORATION 
REVOLVING FUND 


Mr. Bras.tey. The next change is on page 211, and is the propored 
deletion of the item for the revolving fund of the Virgin Islands 
Corporation. 

Since no.authority is requested in the 1955 budget for these funds, 
the language is unnecessary. 


ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 


The next change is on page 213, and is merely the insertion of the 
fiscal year 1955, which is the fiscal year to which the bill applies. 


TITLE V—REDUCTION IN APPROPRIATIONS 


The next change appears on page 224, and is the proposed deletion 
of what was title V in the 1954 appropriation. 

Title V was “Reduction in appropriations,” and inasmuch as the 
requirements of the provision have been met, this language is no 
longer required. 

Mr. Jensen. Gentlemen, thank you. 

This finishes the hearings for the Department. We may, however, 
call certain officials of the Department before the committee again to 
clarify some matters which may arise during the markup of the bill. 

Again, I say thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Berastey. Thank you, sir. 


Tuurspay, Fesruary 11, 1954. 
Bureau or Lanp MANAGEMENT 


WITNESS 


HON. CLIFTON YOUNG, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEVADA 


Mr. Jensen. We have with us this morning Congressman Young, of 
Nevada. Mr. Young, the committee would be pleased to hear any 
statement you care to make. 

Mr. Youna. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Cliff Young. Iam a Representative from the State of Nevada. 
I would like to testify in support of four items included in the budget 
for the Bureau of Land Management. 

The State of Nevada is particularly interested in having the 
activities of the Bureau of Land Management carried out at a high 
degree of efficiency because nearly 70 percent of the land of the State 
is managed by the Bureau of Land Management, or around 49 million 
acres. 
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LEASE AND DISPOSAL OF MINERAL RESOURSES 


One of the items that I would like to touch on this morning is lease 
and disposal of mineral resources. There has been a request for an 
additional $210,000 for the next fiscal year: $50,000 of that is to 
finance new work for processing applications under the Continental 
Shelf legislation; $50,000 of that amount is for additional personnel 
in land offices, and $110,000.is for the purpose of employing mineral 
examiners in the land offices for fieldwork on mineral] applications. 

IT am not familiar with the development of the Continental Shelf, 
but I do know in the State of Nevada there has been a delay or lag in 
regard to the processing of applications for the leasing and disposal 
of the mineral resources, and there was a backlog, as of December 
31, 1953, of 16,2483 cases. A lot of these cases have been with regard 
to the leasing, especially of oil land. There has been some backlog 
also with regard to the issuance of mineral patents. 


NO ESTABLISHED OIL AREA IN STATE 


Although Nevada has no established oil geologic structure at the 
present time, there is a large number of leases and there is increasing 
activity in oil in Nevada, The fact. that some of the applications 
have not been processed more promptly in the past has resulted in 
the loss of money to the F He lt Government. 

I feel that, good management of our public domain requires in- 
creasing the appropriation by the sum indicated in the budget which 
was submitted by the Bureau of Land Management. 

They have requested $110,000 for employing mineral examiners for 
fieldwork on mineral applications, and I understand that will only 
take care of about 10 additional mineral examiners. 

Their task is complicated by the fact that mineral claims, are not 
filed with the land survey office, being recorded only with the county 
recorder. One means of expediting consideration would be to pro- 
vide more mineral examiners to process: these applications. 


LAND USE AND DISPOSAL 


The second activity for which the Bureau of Land Management is 
requesting additional money is for land use and disposal. There the 
additional request is for $225,984: $75,000 of this amount would be 
to expedite the adjudication of land applications; $138,984 would be 
for the employment of 15 field examiners, about 1 per land office, and 
$12,000 would be for expanding a record disposal system which would 
provide considerable additional office space for other use. 


BAD SITUATION IN REGARD TO SMALL-TRACT APPLICATIONS 


In Nevada we have a bad situation regarding small-tract applica- 
tions, especially in the vicinity of Las Vegas and Reno, _ Last summer 
we conducted hearings at Boulder City, Nev., and the head of the 
land and survey office at Reno said in the past 4 years they have had 
15,252 cases, or as many cases as the land and survey office had in the 
pireeting 88 years in\the State. This has resulted in a tremendous 

cklog and a heavy mail load for the Members of Congress because 
small-tract applications have not been processed with speed. 
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Several months ago I talked with Mr. Hoffman of the regional 
office, and arrangements were made for getting additional men up 
in the Las Vegas area in order to expedite the processing of applica- 
tions. The situation has improved somewhat since that time. 

I have received more letters on that subject than I have on baby 
sitting deductions, taxes, the cost of living, and the Korean war. The 
delay in processing applications is costing the Government money. 

Mr. Buper. What regional office handles the type of application 
you are talking about / 

Mr. Youne. San Francisco. 

Mr. Buver. Do you have any difficulty in connection with the cor- 
respondence going to the regional office and coming back from the 
regional office ¢ 

Mr. Youna. I cannot complain too much on that. 

I have not maintained a very accurate record on it, but they have 
always answered my letters fairly promptly. 

However, it seems to me the situation might be improved if opera- 
tions were more decentralized and if the land survey office in each 
State had authority to handle some of those things on a final basis, 
instead of going through the regional office. 

Mr. Buper. If an application is made to the office in Nevada, can 
it be acted upon there, or does it have to be referred to San Francisco, 
and then to Washington. When it comes back does it again have to go 
through San Francisco again ? 

Mr. Young. I think in many cases it does, but there is always an 
appeal period of 20 or 30 days, and these appeals must go out to the 
regional office which further slows up these applications. 

{r. Buper. One of the difficulties in my area has been that we get 
lots of correspondence between the field office and the regional office, 
and the individual is referred to the regional office where they say the 
application is pending. They get lots of letters but not much action. 

Mr. Youne. There has been a great deal of dissatisfaction in the 
Las Vegas and Reno areas about that, which has led to unfair criticism 
of the Land Survey Office. I think Mr. Simpson, head of the Land 
Survey Office has done an excellent job under the circumstances. 

Certain speculators and promoters get information on land and 
then transmit this information to people for a fee, so I am informed. 

I think the only solution of the problem would be to put more people 
into that particular field, so I very strongly support their request for 
additional personnel. 

1 do not think the purpose of the management of our public lands 
is to make money. It was at one time, and then it became a question 
of disposal, and now it is one of wise conservation and use, but I feel 
any additional investment made to expedite the disposition of this 
land would certainly more than compensate for its cost. 

Mr. Jensen. I would like to say, Mr. Young, that your concern 
about this matter is certainly well taken, and I am sure you would 
be glad to know that when the new chief of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, Mr. ie os was before this committee we questioned him 
at some length regarding the backlog of applications. It has been a 
most unhealthy situation for many years past. 


It seems that they have been running around in circles, so to speak, 
in the processing of these applications. Mr. Woozley told us that he 
had already taken steps to relieve this situation and to get more peo- 
ple out in the field offices, such as you speak of here, to pet these appli- 
cations processed. He said he was doing it by not only getting more 
people out into critical areas, such as yours, but that he was also giv- 
ing greater eee to the field offices, instead of having every- 
thing come back hereto Washington for an O. K. and action by the 
Washington office and the regional offices. In other words, they are 
going to give greater responsibility to the men right in the respective 
areas saying, “Now, get this job done, we are going to give you re- 
sponsibility, and it is not going to be too long until we find out whether 
you can handle the job properly or not. We think you can because 
that is why we are giving you this job.” By so doing, these applica- 
tions which give you such great concern we hope will, in the future, 
be processed at a much more rapid rate. 

Mr. Woozley is very well aware of the very thing that you bring 
to our attention this morning, and I can assure you, Mr. Young, that 
this committee will do everything within its power to get these applica- 
tions up to a more current status than has been the case for many, 
many years. 

IT am glad, however, that you have brought this matter to the com- 
mittee’s attention in such an able fashion as you have. You can be 
assured that the committee is concerned about it, because there just is 
no sense in having this terriffic backlog of applications and the mess 
of redtape that has been the practice for so many years by not giving 
people in the field the responsibility of saying, “Yes, this is what we 
will do.” By going all around through all of these different offices 
and getting their O. K. on it, it has taken forever and it gives nobody 
in the field the responsibility of saying, “Yes, this is O. K.,” or “No, 
this cannot be done; we will have to look into it further.” 

So I am quite sure that you will see a great improvement very soon 
in this area that concerns you so much. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will not infringe on the 
committee’s time any further on that point. I am sure if that im- 
provement takes place we will all be very well pleased. 


CADASTRAL SURVEY 


I would like to touch on the request for $636,132 in the way of an 
increase for cadastral surveys. 

In the State of Nevada there are large areas that have not been 
surveyed by the Federal surveyors, although the situation is not as 
critical in my State as in Arizona, Utah, and Colorado. 

There is also the surveying of Alaska involved in this request, where 
they plan to spend about $100,000 to further the cadastral survey of 
Alaska 


aska. 

Because of the fact that our public lands return nearly five times 
as much as the investment in them I think it behooves us to manage 
them as efficiently as possible, and I think an early cadastral survey 
of this area would enable us to determine what merchandise we have 
in our inventory and enable us to more wisely dispose of it. 
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HALOGETON CONTROL PROGRAM 


The fourth item that concerns me has to do with weed control, more 
particularly with regard to the halogeton control program, 

Last, year $1,300,000 was spent in attempting to contro] halogeton. 
I am sure the committee is familiar with the 4 Ae a control. pro- 

ram. I believe the halogeton weed originally came from Russia. 
it displays many of the same characteristics as their pobiiaca! philiso- 
phy. It is very tenacious, hard to stamp out, and has an insidious 

I think the State of Nevada was the first place to have halogeton dis- 
covered. Utah, apparently, has more halogeton than any other State 
at the present time. 

Tam sure that the members of the committee have seen a map show- 
ing its spread in the last few years. 

It is spreading out now toward Idaho and Oregon. I would like to 
have inserted in the record some statistics with regard to the present 
condition of halogeton infestation and also some statistics with regard 
to work that has been accompllished by the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment since the halogeton control program was first instituted. 

(The information will be filed with the committee.) 

Mr. Youna. Now, there are a number of phases of the halogeton 
control program. 

The first is research, the second is reseeding, and the third is spray- 


ing. 

i think definitely the research program should be continued. I am 
informed that the sum of $20,000 would enable research to be carried 
on as it has been in the past. 

It is my understanding that research is now carried on by the Agri- 
cultural Research Service and the Forest Service who do work on the 
physiology and ecology of the plants and that the land grant colleges 
in oh Nevada, and Idaho are pursuing the study of applied re- 
search. 

Now, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee if that research 
is discontinued at this time it may lose part of its momentum and set 
this program back several years. 

They have already discovered a nuriber of things about it. 

For example, there are several types of halogeton seeds. One type 
of seed can be made to germinate in the laboratory in about 15 minutes, 
and another seed of halogeton will lie dormant for several years. 

So, if the spraying program was effective in our last year of spray- 
ing, seeds might lie dormant in the soil for several years and then 
cause a new infestation of halogeton at a later time. 

Another discovery which is interesting is that if it is sprayed with 
gasoline it cuts the wax around the plant, and water evaporating or 
transpiring causes the death of the plant. 

By research we can learn how to effectively live with it if we cannot 
exterminate it. 

We should certainly hate to se the program of research discontinued 
at this time. 

SPRAYING 


Second, with regard to spraying, I think it is also important that 
— spraying be continued, especially in the areas where it has been 
effective. 
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In some areas it was not particularly effective, but in certain other 
areas they had an almost 100-percent kill. 

Unfortunately, if this particular type of seed which has a potency 
for several years is not destroyed, even though the spraying was effec- 
tive one year and it was discontinued the next year, you might find a 
resurgence of the halogeton there. 

So, I think some funds should be made available to the Bureau of 
Land Management to continue spraying in those areas where they have 
had some success with it. 

RESEEDING 


The third part of the program has been with regard to reseeding. 

This operation drives out halogeton and also prevents its spread. 

In view of the econom pengram of the administration, perhaps 
much of the reseeding could be deferred until later. 

In the past the Bureau of Land Management has carried on a halo- 
geton-control program in conjunction with the State, counties, the 
railroads, and the highway department. We should have enough funds 
to permit holding our gains where there has been an investment 
already made. If we discontinue the program entirely those funds 
would be lost. 

The Government has some obligation, as landlord of our public 
domain, to maintain the land in reasonably good condition. 

The proceeds from the grazing of our public domain each year run 
around $2 million, and the expenditures run $1,500,000 or $1,600,000. 

I would like to recommend that $20,000 be appropriated for the 
continuation of research and that the sum of $200,000 be made avail- 
able for the continuation of the spraying program, and that, if in the 
view of the committee the economy of the Nation is such that expendi- 
ture of funds for reseeding is not desirable at this time, it be deferred 
until a later date. 

That is all the testimony I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Young. Mr. Woozley, Chief of the Bu- 
reau of Land Management was before the committee, and Mr. Budge 
had quite a little colloquy with Mr. Woozley about this Halogeton 
problem. I might say, parenthetically, that Congressman Budge is the 
chairman of this Subcommitteeon Bureau of Land Management mat- 
ters, I felt that Mr. Budge, coming from a Western State, possibly 
had a greater interest in the things pertaining to the West and a 
better understanding of the problems of the West than any of the 
other members of the committee, That is no slap at either myself 
or any member of the committee. Mr. Woozley informed the commit- 
tee that there would be some funds available for this halogeton control 
program. I might say that he did feel that a reevaluation of the whole 
matter should be brought. about. He did not feel that we were ready 
to go forward right now, or that we had enough information as to 
just how this weed could be best controlled, and studies are being made 

y the experimental colleges in that area, as well as in other areas that 
magi be affected by this weed. 
he committee, as you know, a couple of years ago was very liberal 
in appropriating funds for this purpose. 

It was discovered that crested wheat grass, if it was seeded in these 

areas, would starve out the halogeton weed, but it has been difficult 


i 
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matter to get that gue started in many of the areas because of the 
condition of the soil. So Mr. Woozley felt that the Bureau of Land 
Management should have more information as to just how this weed 
could be best controlled before a lot more money was spent on it. 

However, you can rest assured that the committee is concerned about 
it and the Bureau of Land Management is not going to drop the 
matter at. all. 

Mr. Budge, do you have anything you would like to say on this? 

Mr. Buner. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. I, of course, am concerned 
about this. 

Mr. Jensen. Here is what Mr. Budge said to Mr. Falck of the 
Bureau of Land Management: 

The Federal Government has expended quite a little money on its lands in 
an attempt to control this problem, and I am sure that it dislikes to lose that 


investment. Is there some way of keeping it in standby condition while further 
research is being conducted? 


Mr. Budge goes on to say: 


I see no funds in here that would be allocable to research and the control of 
poisonous weeds. 

Mr. Faccxk. Our general grazing appropriation will permit the expenditure of 
money for that purpose. It is pretty broad in its application. 


Mr. Budge says: 


It will then be left to the discretion of the Department as to whether that 
is done? 


Mr. Falck’s answer was: 


We had hoped we could squeeze out a few dollars here and there. 


Mr. Budge said: 


Do you feel that additional funds are indicated for the continuation of research 
on this problem? 

Mr. Faucx. There is nothing specific in the budget for that purpose. 

Mr. Bunge. I understand that, but I am trying to find out if, in the minds of 
the men who have the programs to administer, they feel that the funds should 
be appropriated. After all Congress is not bound by the budget. 
and Mr. Woozley goes on to say he feels it is an important problem 
and we should cope with it to the best of our ability, and so forth. 

So, the matter is not going to be dropped. ere is going to be a 
continuing interest by the Bureau of Land Management, and I might 
say that this committee is going to see to it that that terrible menace is 
finally wiped out. However, for us to appropriate money in the face 
of the testimony that was given and without a reevaluation of the 
whole matter is rather difficult. 

Mr. Young. I was under the impression, Mr. Chairman, that certain 
figures were given to the Bureau of Land Management, and that they 
could not exceed those figures in their total expenditures, and they 
felt that certain other functions, such as additional personnel for the 
disposal of land and the oe of mineral applications was so 
much more important because of the backlog of cases. Therefore they 

ve a priority to those functions, nevertheless still thinking that 

alogeton control was important. 

Mr. JeENsEN. I am quite sure you are going to see great improvement 
in that matter. 

Mr. Younes. I certainly hope so. 
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I hope that there will be enough funds available for them to carry 
on a vigorous research program i halogeton control. We may not be 
ableto wipe it out, but we may learn how 'to live with it. 

In some areas in my State it is hard to get crested wheat grass to grow 
because we do not have'enough water, but halogeton does grow. I 
would hate to see research discontinued. . 1 a 

Mr. Jensen. I think we are going to see research continued, and we 
will finally determine exactly what is best to be done before we spend 
a lot of money on something that will not.be effective. After all, it is 
one thing to spend money, and it is another thing to spend money that 
does the job we hope to do. ( 

Mr. Youne. There is no doubt that some spraying has not been 
effective, 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Bunee. As of interest to you and other members of the com- 
mittee, and to Congressman Young, the chairman will recall that we 
have previously discussed the use of grass seeds which have been pur- 
shone under the support program. by the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion. Just within the last 10 days some apparently very successful 
conferences have been held between the Department of Agriculture 
and the Bureau of Land Management, so that it may be that we can 
use a lot of seeds which are in storage, the fertility of which is rapidly 
diminishing, to reseed some very substantial parts of the public do- 
main. If we could do that it would go a long way in combating this 
particular problem. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. That ties in with the airplane seeding program 
that I think we have to get into in the Western States. A number of 


renee ago we appropriated $200,000 for an airplane-seeding program. 
t was not given a good recommendation as to outcome, but I said 
here the other day before the Bureau of Land Management that I 
thought the program had been sabotaged at that time. Airplane 
seeding is most successful, and certainly, if it can be done successfully 
on rivate lands, then certainly it can be done successfully on public 


As soon as I; received that letter telling us about all of this seed 
that was in storage in the hands;of the Bureau of Reclamation, I im- 
mediately thought about this whole program of getting this seed on the 
land and also using it. for the destruction of the halogeton plant. So, 
Mr. Young, we are giving it a lot of though, and you can rest assured 
that this committee is not. going to be satisfied until we get that halo- 
geton plant held in abeyance. 
Isthere anything else? 

ee Youne. No, Mr. Chairman; there is nothing further I have 
to offer. 

_ Mr. Jensen. Mr. Norrell, do you have any questions? 
.. Mr. Norrewu. I would only like to say that I am sorry I was not 
here when the distinguished gentleman from Nevada started out with 
liis statement. I happened to be in his State last fall and he treated 
me as a Southern Democrat, as well as he could have treated a 
Republican. l 

Ir. Jensen. Well, I understand that is his nature. i 

Mr. Norreti. When the technicalities are out of the way, and when 
we are financially able to move I hope that he gets what he wants 
in his State. 


2 
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Mr. Youne. Thank you very much. 101599 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you very mueh, Mr, Young, for your appear- 
ance before the committee. Your presentation was very fine. You 
presented your problems in a very able manner. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen 
of the committee... 


Tuourspay, Frepruary 11, 1954. 


Bureau or Lanp MANAGEMENT 


WITNESS 
HON. WILLIAM A. DAWSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 


Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have with us this morning Congress- 
man Dawson from Utah. Mr. Dawson, the committee will be very 
glad to hear any statement you care to make. 

Mr. Dawson. Mr. Chairman, I can well appreciate the problems of 
this committee, seeing the various Congressmen come before you and 
asking for things that are so vital for-their respective States, and at 
the same time seeing you gentlemen laboring here trying to trim 
down where you can and bring the budget into balance. You can be 
assured that you have my fullest sympathy and I might also say 
support, because, eventually, we have to rely on your judgment, and 
T am not just saying that because I am here on behalf of a particular 

roject. 

7 I was impressed with a picture which appeared in the Washington 
Post this morning, a picture of a gentleman out in Towa who was 
complaining about the tax assessment levied against him for some 
$13,000. It showed a picture of a tub full of money with supposed 
red blood dripping over it. It was supposed to be blood money. He 
had it all in silver dollars and dimes, and he was taking it down to 
the Department to count, and it then ended up with the statement 
that he was running for Congress against the gentleman from Towa 
Mr. Jensen, supposedly on an economy program. I was thinking of 
him as I was walking over here. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Dawson. 


CADASTRAL SURVEYS 


Mr. Dawson. First I want to thank members of the committee for 
the opportunity of appearing before them in support of the appro- 
priation requested by the Bureau of Land Management to expedite its 
cadastral survey program on unsurveyed public domain. 
~ If the members of the committee will bear with me I would like to 
review briefly and in rather general terms a 60-year injustice that this 
accelerated survey program is designed to correct. 

As the States joined the Union, Congress recognized in every in- 
stance that these new political entities would need revenue for the 
support of their public schools. For this reason, Congress allotted 
certain areas of the public domaim exclusively for the support of the 
public schools in all of the Western States:: In the case of my State, 
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Utah, 4 of each 36 sections in each township were set aside for this 
pu tions 2, 16, 32, and 36. 

itle to these allotted school sections and the revenue from them 
do not go to the schools until the lands have been surveyed, In most 
States, these surveys have been completed, or the States under specific 
and individual provisions of their enabling acts have been able to make 
in lieu selections. Other States—particularly, Utah, Arizona, and to a 
lesser degree, California—have not been so fortunate. Land which in 
the case of Utah was ott to the State for its public schools 60 years 
ago still remains in the Federal domain because it has not been sur- 
veyed. Utah is rather unique in that it is one of the few remaining 
States that has large, unsurveyed, unreserved areas of public domain. 
Most of the other Western States, due to mineral development. and 
timber harvesting, have long since had their cadastral surveys com- 
pleted by the Federal Government. In Utah, however, there remains 
a large unsuryeyed area—somewhat over 10 million acres—which oc- 
curs in rough, wild country which until the last few years has been 
considered wasteland. Of this 10 million acres, Utah schools, under 
terms of the enabling act passed by Congress in 1894, are entitled to 
one-ninth. But at the rate the Federal Government has conducted 
its survey program in the past, the title will not go to the State for at 
least 180 years. 

I should like to emphasize at this point that even after Utah gets 
title to all of its school sections, more than 72 percent of the State’s 
land area will still be in the hands of the Federal Government. The 
problem our State has in supporting its public school system can be 
understood best when it is considered that almost three-fourths of the 
State’s land area is nontaxable. 

Serious as has been the delay in warvoy ing the Federal domain, it 
was not until the past few years that the problem really became acute, 
Under existing Federal land laws and current Federal leasing prac- 
tices, unless these cadastral surveys are completed within the next few 
years, our State schools will be forever deprived of the land and rev- 
enue therefrom that Congress has granted them, 

If the committee will bear with me I would like to explain the last 
statement. 

Subsequent to the land grants made to the States in their enabli 
acts, the United States Supreme Court held that these grants applied 
to nonmineral lands only, and lands that were known to be mineral 
in character were not transferable for the support of public schools. 
In instances where numbered school sections were found to be mineral 
in character, in lieu selections of nonmineral lands were required. 

However, Congress in 1927 again made its wishes known on this 
subject and provided that land granted for the support of common 
schools need not be nonmineral and that the mineral content trans- 
ferred along with the land itself at the time of survey. This transfer 
is limited by the proviso that the State must not sell the minerals— 
only lease them—holding the revenue resulting therefrom for the 
public schools. This law makes it plain that Congress was in favor 
of expediting the transfer of these school sections to the State and I 
think the law reaffirmed what was the original intent of Congress— 
the school grants should carry with them all the rights, privileges and 
income inherent in the granted sections. 
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There is another provision, however, in the 1927 act which prohibits 
the transfer of school sections to the States at the time of survey if 
there exists at that time a Federal lease, application for lease or claim 
covering the school section. This prohibition against transfer to 
the State of these covered school sections remains as long as the leases 
are valid—and as you know, generally speaking, leases are renewable 
as long as production continues. 

Now let me point out to you how the failure of the Federal Govern- 
ment to complete the cadastral survey—coupled with its present leas- 
ing practices—is thwarting the intent of Congress and robbing public 
schools of the lands they were awarded years ago. 

Again, I will have to use Utah as an example since I am most 
familiar with its problem. 

During the past few years at an ever-increasing tempo, our large 
unsurveyed land area has been found to be rich in gas, oil, uranium 
and other minerals. 

During this same period, there has been a singular lack of interest 
in top Interior circles back in eeoner aye to pursue any accelerated 
program to get this area surveyed. The fact that an additional ap- 
propriation for this purpose has cleared the Department and Bureau 
of the ta a this year is ample evidence that that attitude has 
changed. 

But what has been the effect of this attitude on the land grants to 
our public schools during the past few years? And what will the 
effect continue to be if this appropriation is not approved ¢ 

The effect is simply this. The land given to our public schools 
will be stolen by the Government. 

While on the one hand the Government was delaying survey of 
the land to permit the State to get title, it was—with the other—leas- 
ing these unsurveyed acres of public domain to all who applied. 
Under terms of the 1927 act as it is now written, these leases bar 
transfer of the land to the State at the time the Federal Government 
completes its cadastral survey. : 

Unless this survey can be completed in an orderly fashion the fol- 
lowing evils will continue to exist : 

1. States and their schools will continue to be deprived of revenue 
from lands given them by Congress years ago. 

2. The Federal Government through the leasing of unsurveyed 
lands containing school sections is forever depriving the schools of 
the mineral revenues from those lands which belong to them. 

3. Federal leases on unsurveyed lands sometimes overlap causing 
lawsuits and embarrassment to the Bureau of Land Management. 

4. Development of Alaska is being held up. 

Obviously, within 180 years all valuable land—including land that 
Congress has set aside for schools—will be leased and the original 
grant completely nullified. 

In Utah the Federal Government has already leased approximately 
2,300,000 acres of unsurveyed, unreserved public domain for oil and 

s exploration. One-ninth of this land was given to Utah as a con- 

ition of its entrance into the Union. Unless the survey program is 
expedited so we can get title to our share of the remaining acreage, 
our schools will have lost their lands. 

Mr. Chairman, I, of course, have an interest in the halogeton prob- 
lem, but that is not what I have appeared before you on. 
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Imight say that I have had a number of meetings with Mr. Woozley, 
of the Bureau of Land Management, and his staff on some of these 
problems, and I have come away with a new respect for the Bureau 
of Land Management. I think they are tackling many of these prob- 
lems in avery constructive and, I might say, studious manner. They 
are not just dashing in asking for funds where they feel that they 
are not absolutely necessary. 

Now, the project that I am particularly concerned with is the one 
relative to cadastral surveys. 

I felt rather fortunate this last fall to have the chairman of your 
subcommittee, Mr. Budge, meet with me and go down to the Bureau 
of Land Management to present this problem of cadastral surveys. 
So he is very familiar with it as far as its necessity is concerned, and 
I would like to give you a little background of the problem which we 
have and give you some justification for the 60-percent increase which 
is being asked for in this year’s budget for these surveys. 

I know it will stand out and you will want to know why there is 
an increase over last year’s request. I think the best example I can 
give you is my own State. However, there are three States which 
are prineipally concerned in this problem—Utah, California, and 
Arizona. 

When we were granted statehood the enabling acts of the various 
Western States provided that the Western States were to be given 
certain sections of land for school lands. In the State of Utah we 
were given four sections out of each township. That was a gift, we 
might say, of the United States Government to the States to build 
better schools, and yet today, and ever since we were granted state- 
hood, we still have in the State of Utah over 10 million acres of land 
that are still unsurveyed. 

Of that number, there are 8 million approximately not in reserva- 
tions. Of that amount, the State of Utah is entitled to a total of 
890,000 acres. 

Now, to complicate our problem, we have had in the last year or 
two a good many discoveries out there of oil and gas on these lands. 

The question may be asked, Why has not this thing been pursued in 
past years? The reason is because most of these lands were considered 
more or less wastelands out near the Colorado Plateau, the areas in 
which no one was particularly interested, and now, of course, they 
have discovered oil and gas on these areas. Of the total of 8 million 
acres in unsurveyed areas, over 2,300,000 acres of that total is now 
under oil and gas lease by the Federal Government. 

Under an act passed in 1927 the States were given title to their 
school lands when the surveys were completed, upon the condition 
that if there was an oil or gas lease, or any other lease was made by 
the Government, that the State could not get those lands which were 
under lease until the leases had terminated. 

Well, these leases never terminate until all of the oil and gas is 
poem aH which means, in effect, that we just cannot get the title to 
ourland. 

L have introduced a bill to correct’ that. I hope it will have the 
support of our committee and of the Congress... It provides, in effect, 
that when the lands are surveyed that the States can take these lands 


over subject, to the oil and gas leases which are then on them; which 
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would eorrect that, but the difficulty is if we do not push ahead with 
these surveys the problem is going to be complicated because the Gov- 
ernment every day is continuing to make oil and gas leases and the 
State is, of course, losing a good share of the revenue. 

You probably understand that 3714 percent of the revenue from oil 
and gas leases goes back to the States or the counties where the land 
is located and 52 percent goes into the reclamation fund. 

Well, that leaves an additional amount which goes to the Govern- 
ment, and the Government, in turn, in one form or another turns 
around and spends it. I think there is only 10 percent left, which 
you gentlemen of the committee realize goes back to the States even- 
tually in one form or another, but if the States had their school lands 
they would get 100 percent of the revenue from those lands. 

So it is omnene our State a considerable amount of money in lost 
revenue on these lands which were promised to us at time of statehood 
and which we just cannot get until the surveys are speeded up. 

The Department is in agreement with us that the survey should be 
speeded up. They have been lagging along for a good many years 
because no one has pressed them on it. This year they are asking for 
increase of $636,132 for these cadastral surveys. It is a vital issue 
in my State. 

People have been agitating back there to the extent that they feel 
that is one of the biggest problems for us here in Congress. So I can- 
not appeal too strongly to you to give us this additional money which 
was requested b the Department for these surveys. 

Mr. JENsEN. Have you been assured, Mr. Dawson, that if this com- 
mittee and the Congress allows this additional money for these cadas- 
tral surveys, a part of it will be spent in the State of Utah? 

Mr. Dawson. We have been assured that the majority of it ear- 
marked for the States, exclusive of Alaska, would be spent in Utah. 

Arizona is not in the same position that Utah is because they have 
not oil and gas discoveries down in their area. It is not a real problem 
with them yet. It is not too much of a problem in California because 
they wait, I am informed, until they find a market for some of these 
timberlands and other public lands that they might be entitled to and 
then move in and ask the Government to make a survey, then they will 
sell it, lease it, or whatever they determine to do. 

I think you are pretty familiar with this, Mr. Budge. Was it your 
understanding that they would devote as much of those funds as 
possible to the State of Utah? 

Mr. Bunce. I do not know. Of course, I just listened in the con- 
ference down there. But certainly they felt that the biggest problem 
was in Utah because of the acreages involved. California, I think, 
has played quite a waiting game. They wait until they find a piece 
of land that apparently someone is interested in, and then they have it 
surveyed and make their claim to that particular section. That is not 
true in your State; is it? 

Mr. Dawson. No. - 

Mr. Buper. You cannot do that? 

Mr. Dawson. No. We have four designated sections. 
Mr. Buper. Designated by number? 

Mr. Dawson. Yes. We have to take those sections. 
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Mr. JENsEN. You have 23,998,225 acres of unsurveyed land in the 
State of Arizona. Utah has 10,257,402 acres. California has 16,263, 
239 acres. That is according to the information that is supplied to 
this committee in the justification of the Bureau of Land Management. 

So it does show that your State has a lot of acres unsurveyed. 
It also shows that Arizona has more acres unsurveyed, and also Cali- 
fornia, but the problem that you have just explained, going way back 
to the time when Utah was made a State, and the agreement which 
was made, without a doubt does give your State priority over the 
other States. 

Mr. Dawson. I might comment on those figures, Mr. Chairman. 
T have the figures here, extended out, presented by the Bureau of Land 
Management on the totals in the State which would go to the schools. 
In Arizona, 610,000 acres are slated to go to the schools. In Utah, 
890,000 acres; and in California, 275,000 acres. 

You see, there is a difference there by reason of the allotments which 
were made to the States at the time of statehood. As I pointed out, 
it is not a real problem in the other States. They did discuss some 
the question of bringing surveyors down from Alaska, perhaps, in the 
wintertime when they could not survey up there and work them in 
some of these areas where the climate would permit them to work. 
That isa possibility, But I think they have set up in their budget the 
minimum amount which should be spent for this purpose. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Dawson, you have made a very fine explanation 
of this problem as it exists in your State. I can assure you we will 
give full consideration to the item of increase which has been requested 

Vv my Department and the Bureau of the Budget for this needed 
work. 

Mr. Dawson. We appreciate that. I might state that at the rate 
they are going it would take them 180 years to complete their surveys. 
If we can get this increased appropriation, we feel over a period of 
maybe a half-dozen years we might complete it. It is something that 
has to be done eventually. It is becoming a real problem which will 
be more complicated by the day if we do not get it. 


Boureav or RecLhaAMATION 
WEBER BASIN PROJECT 


T have one more item, Mr. Chairman. This is reclamation. I sup- 
pose I should appear at the proper time for that. You have an item 
of $7,900,000 for the Weber Basin project. I do not think there is a 
dispute on this. I would like to encourage you to leave that amount 
in there that they have requested, which is the minimum necessary to 
permit them to go ahead in the construction of that project. 

Mr. Jensen. You have made an excellent presentation. I can as- 
sure you the committee will give your request every consideration. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Dawson, with relation to these cadastral surveys, 
and aside from the interest of the State of Utah, it is also a fact, is 
it not, that even the Federal Government cannot go out and identify 
the lands which it owns until these surveys are completed ? 

Mr. Dawson. That is right. They have a system of granting oil 
and gas leases without a metes and bounds surveys. They just desig- 
nate a whole area. They will tie into a township off in the country 
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<omewhere which is surveyed and say, “So many miles from that,” and 
that is as near as they can get. The Government itself is really being 
handicapped in eer leases without a survey. 

hank you, Mr. Dawson. 


Mr. JENSEN. 


TuHurspay, Freprvuary 11, 1954. 


Wasuira River Basin 


WITNESSES 


DON McBRIDE 
JACK YOCUM 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. McBride, we will be glad to have your statement 
at this time. 

Mr. McBring. My name is Don McBride. I am assistant to Sena- 
tor Robert S. Kerr, the senior Senator from Oklahoma. I have with 
me Mr. Jack Yocum, who is the assistant to Senator Monroney, the 
junior Senator from Oklahoma. 

The Senators have asked me to submit a joint statement for them 
on this project, which we wish to discuss with you. I have with me 
a map whith shows the details of the project, which we want to discuss, 
and I also wish to refer to House Document No. 219, 83d Congress, 
Ist session, entitled “Washita River Subbasin, Red River Basin, Okla. 
and Tex.” 

Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, we appreciate the 
opportunity of appearing before you in behalf of appropriations for 
the initiation of construction o¢ the Washita River Basin reclamation 
project in western Oklahoma. 

The complete details of the project can be found in House Document 
No. 219, 83d Congress, Ist session, and in the hearings which were held 
before the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the Senate and 
House on March 23 and 24, 1953. 

S. 118, a bill to authorize the first phase of the development of the 
Washita River Basin reclamation project, Oklahoma, was introduced 
by us on January 7, 1953. A similar bill, H. R. 1097, was introduced 
in the House by Congressman Wickersham. 

The bill and the report have been approved by the President, the 
Secretary of Interior, the Commissioner of Reclamation, and the 
Bureau of the Budget. bey had formerly been approved by the 
Secretary of Interior and the Bureau of the Budget under the previous 
administration. 

There is herewith submitted for the record a description of the 
Washita project, abbreviated from House Document No. 219; also 
attached 1s a pay-out schedule and the amendment to S. 118 which 
conforms with the recommendations and suggestions of the Bureau of 
the Budget in connection with their report on this bill. 

It is called to your attention that the irrigation features of the 
project are included along with the municipal water supply and flood- 
control features. 
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Further, I wish to call your attention to the language contained in 
the President’s budget relative to the Washita River Basin reclama- 
tion project: 

The new projects recommended for the Bureau of Reclamation include 3 
projects already authorized and 2 projects under legislation I am proposing * * *, 
In their selection, consideration has been given to the benefits of supplementa| 
irrigation for established farming areas, to more intensive and beneficial use of 
existing water supplies, and to the ability of the water users to make a reasonable 
repayment of the investment (The Budget, fiscal year 1955, p. M-82). 

In detailing the above comment, under the heading “Proposed for 
later transmission” (to Congress) the budget contains the following 
language: 

It is proposed to initiate construction of the Washita project, Oklahoma, * * * 
in the fiscal year 1957, when authorized. The Washita project is needed to store 
water for municipal use and possible future irrigation development and for 
flood protection. * * * An amount of $500,000 is included in the budget as an 
estimated 1955 supplemental appropriation for these projects * * *. 

We urge the committee to provide money for the initiation of con- 
struction of the project contingent upon authorization for its con- 
struction by the Congress. 

JENSEN. This project has not been authorized by Congress as. 
et 

. Mr. McBrivr. It is in the committees right now. 

Mr. Jensen. You are asking us to appropriate money —— 

Mr. McBrive. That is right, for initiation of construction. 

Mr. Jensen. Before the authorization ? 

Mr. McBrwe. No, contingent upon authorization. The reason for 
that is briefly this: This area where this project is situated is right 
in the heart of our most critical drought area. We have about 12 cities 
that last year and the year before had to haul water in tank wagons 
and every other means, ration it and everything else. It is a project 
that has been under study for a phan Hh time, 

The President thought enough about it that he sent Mr. Aandahl, 
the Assistant Secretary, down there to personally look it over. He 
came back and made a recommendation which was responsible for this 
language which is in the budget this year. 

Mr. p sess What is the estimated cost ? 

Mr. McBrive. The total estimated cost of the project. is $37 million. 

Mr. JENSEN. How many acres of land will it irrigate? 

Mr. McBriwwe. There are 25,000 acres of irrigation. The break- 
down of costs is as follows: Irrigation, $10,643,000; municipal water 
supply, $9,981,000; flood control, $15,417,000; fish and wildlife, 
$839,000 ; recreation, $549,000. 

Mr. Jensen. Flood control is how much? 

Mr. McBring. $15,417,000. 

Mr. Jensen. That isin a dry area where you have very little trouble 
with floods; is it not ? 

Mr. McBrive. We have a flood every year and sometimes twice a 
ear. We happen to have this unfortunate situation, that you can 
ave a flood in the spring and a drought within a month or two. The 

floods are actually no more damaging than the droughts. 

Mr. JENSEN. What river runs through there? 

Mr. McBrine. The Washita; it is a tributary of the Red River. 

Mr. Norretn. Are there any other allocations of cost there? Did 
you break down all of the allocations of the total cost? 
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Mr. McBrinr. It is all contained in here. In order to give you 
some idea of the method by which this is to be paid, the municipal 
water-supply interest will pay for the municipal water-supply fea- 
tures, with interest, at the long-time rate for the Government. 

In addition to that, they will pay for the portion of the irrigation 
costs that the farmers themselves cannot pay. The total repayment 
period for the full works, so that everything is repaid at the end of 
that time, would be 65 years. 

Mr. Buper. You mean, everything except the flood control? 

Mr. McBring. The flood control, which is not reimbursable. I 
should have said the “reimbursable features.” We do not apply the 
interest component to repaying reimbursable costs. The interest goes 
to the Treasury. 

The thing has been worked out very carefully. The municipal 
water-supply users are perfectly willing to assist the irrigation users 
for the reason that they feel that they would also be a beneficia 
because of the fact that the irrigated land is within their trade terri- 
tory. The municipal water users actually will pay more dollars and 
cents for the irrigation features than the irrigators themselves pay. 
But they are perfectly willing to do that. 

Mr. JENSEN. ri (gitar 50 percent of this is not reimbursable, 
that portion which is charged to flood control? 

Mr. McBrive. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. I believe the record will show that that is an unusuall 
large amount to be charged off to flood control on a project in whic 
the proposed basis for the authorization is for irrigation and for 
municipal water supply. I do not remember of any project of that 
size where 50 percent of it was charged off for flood control. 

Mr. McBrine. I would like to advise that the Corps of Engineers 
have made a survey to determine what the flood damages are. Their 

lan, and I will refer to the map now, consisted of the two reservoirs 
included in this plan, which is the Foss Reservoir and the Cobb Creek 
Reservoir. 

In addition to that they have made studies on the Gracemont Res- 
ervoir, the Chickasha project, and the Pauls Valley project, the Purdy 
Reservoir. 

They find the flood-control portion of this project which is included 
in the Bureau of Reclamation’s report is justified on the basis of flood 
control only. There is a report pending now in which the Army 
engineers agree with this report, except the fact that the Corps of 
Army Engineers’ Seg takes in additional units of this project not 
now being considered. 

Another thing I would like to make clear to the committee is this: 
The published House document contains in addition to this initial 
phase of this project these other units of the overall development 
which are contained in this map. Because of the urgency of the sit- 
uation, particularly from the standpoint of the municipal water sup- 
ply, we thought it much better to separate the project and the pending 
bill asks for only partial authorization. The Bureau of the Budget 
suggested that, so we followed their recommendation on separating 
it and getting it down to these two units of the project. 

Mr. Fipton’: How many dams are there? 

Mr. McBrme. Two. 
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Pm Fenton. Are they multiple purpose? Is there any power in 
em 

Mr. McBripr. No power whatever. Iam glad you asked that ques- 
tion, because I think that is of particular interest to this committee, 
particularly because of your interest in the Western Electric G and T 
Cooperative and the Southwest Power Administration items, and 
so on, 

The Western Electric is located at Anadarko, which is one of the 
towns that will receive a municipal water supply. They are now, as 
you know, under operation, with a 30,000 AMlowatt thermal plant. 
They will take water from this project to operate their generating 
plant. At the same time the Public Service Co., who is one of our 
two largest private utility companies, has a thermal generating plant 
at Washita, which is a little town on the Washita River. They pres- 
ently have a plant operating there, 45,000 kilowatt. At the time they 
built that pant their plans were to extend that to 90,000-kilowatt 
capacity. But after they got their 45,000 kilowatt in operation the 
water supply for their cooling purposes was so inadequate from this 
dea that they had to curtail even the operation of their present plant 
ast year. 

Ihave here a whole stack of letters from the people in that area, that 
Tam not going to put in the record, but I just wanted to show you there 
is interest in it. Among them is a letter from the Public Service Co. 
endorsing this program. They intend to make a contract with the 
municipalities if this project goes through to buy water out from 
the line that will come cork from the Fort Cobb Reservoir to operate 
oe plant, and will expand the capacity of their plant to 90,000 
cllowatt. 

The Public Service and Western Electric will integrate their opera- 
tion. In fact, they are just a few miles apart. Public Service now 
has a switchyard right here at the edge of Anadarko in the vicinity 
of the Western Electric plant. 

So, in addition to the municipal water supply features, the industriai 
water use that is now in sight actually amounts to as much as the 
total use by the municipalities for domestic water supply. There is 
no question in our mind that if this water is made available it will 
mean the power will be made available; there are many industries 
that will come into this area which is now absolutely void of any 
industrial development, but which will come there we know if we have 
this water and power. 

Mr. Jensen. Does that complete your statement ? 

Mr. McBrine. Yes. There is just one other thing I would like to 
show you before I conclude. At the time this project was written up 
in survey form, that is, according to the document, from the Foss 
Reservoir there were only two towns that were to take municipal water 
at that time. That was the city of Clinton and the city of FE City. 

Since that time the Bureau of Reclamation has been petitioned 
to include the other towns on that map. 

I believe there are about 11 additional towns that have petitioned 
for use of municipal water. The legislation which is now pending 
before the committees is drawn in such a way that if contracts, which 
could be repaid within the 50 years, with the interest, could be let 
without adversely affecting the other portions of the project, these 
cities would be let in as a part of the project. 
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I will file this, if I may, with the committee, which is the statement 
and the descriptive material and the pay-out schedule. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, that will be done. 

(The material referred to is as follows:) 


Joint STATEMENT OF SENATOR Rosert S. Kerr AND SENATOR MIKE MONRONEY 
IN SUPPORT OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE WASHITA RIVER BASIN RECLAMATION 
ProgecTt, OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we appreciate the opportunity 
of appearing before you in behalf of appropriations for the initiation of construc- 
tion of the Washita River Basin reclamation project in western Oklahoma. 

The complete details of the project can be found in House Document No. 219, 
883d Congress, 1st session, and in the hearings which were held before the Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee of the House on March 23 and hearings before 
the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the Senate on March 24, 1953. 

Senate bill 118, a bill to authorize the first phase of the development of the 
Washita River Basin reclamation project, Oklahoma, was introduced by us on 
January 7, 1953. A similar bill, House bill 1097, was introduced in the House 
by Congressman Wickersham. 

The bill and the report have been approved by the President, the Secretary 
of the Interior, the Commissioner of Reclamation, and the Bureau of the Budget. 
They had formerly been approved by the Secretary of the Interior and the Bureau 
of the Budget under the previous administration. 

There is herewith submitted for the record a description of the Washita 
project, abbreviated from House Document No. 219; also attached is a payout 
schedule and an amendment to Senate bill 118, which conforms with the recom- 
mendations and suggestions of the Bureau of the Budget in connection with their 
report on this bill. 

It is called to your attention that the irrigation features of the project are 
included along with the municipal water-supply and flood-control features. 

Further, I wish to call your attention to the language contained in the Presi- 
dent’s budget relative to the Washita River Basin reclamation project: 

“The new projects recommended for the Bureau of Reclamation include 
3 projects already authorized and 2 projects under legislation I am propos- 
ing * * *. In their selection consideration has been given to the benefits of sup- 
plemental irrigation for established farming areas, to more intensive and bene- 
ficial use of existing water supplies, and to the ability of the water users to 
make a reasonable repayment of the investment.” (The Budget, fiscal year 
1955, p. M-82.) 

In detailing the above comment, under the heading “Proposed for Later Trans- 
mission” (to Congress, the Budget contains the following language: 

“It is proposed to initiate construction of the Washita project, Oklahoma, 
* * * in the fiscal year 1955 when authorized. The Washita project is needed 
to store water for municipal use and possible future irrigation development and 
for flood protection. * * * An amount of $500,000 is included in the budget as 
an estimated 1955 supplemental appropriation for these projects * * *.” 

We urge the committee to provide money for the initiation of construction of 
the project contingent upon authorization for its construction by the Congress. 

We thank you. 


DESCRIPTION OF THE WASHITA PROJECT 


The Washita River Basin reclamation project is part of an overall plan of 
development to provide for control and utilization of the waters of the basin. 
It consists of the Foss and Fort Cobb projects which are a system of reservoirs, 
aqueducts and canals designed to primarily provide municipal and industrial 
water supply, irrigation, and flood control. 

The Foss Reservoir site is on the Washita River 12 miles west of the city of 
Clinton. The Fort Cobb Reservoir site is on Pond (Cobb) Creek, a tributary of 
the Washita River, 35 miles southeast of Clinton and 16 miles northwest of the 
city of Anadarko. Proposed storage capacity of Foss Reservoir is 302,000 acre- 
feet, which would be allocated as follows: 177,000 acre-feet, which would be al- 
located as follows: 177,000 acre-feet to flood control, 50,000 acre-feet jointly 
to municipal water supply and irrigation, of which the last 5,700 acre-feet would 
be for municipal use exclusively, and 75,000 acre-feet for sediment reserve. Pro- 
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posed storage capacity of Fort Cobb Reservoir is 92,500 acre-feet, which would 
be allocated as follows: 62,500 acre-feet to flood control, 15,000 acre-feet jointly 
to municipal water supply and irrigation, of which the last 3,500 acre-feet would 
be for municipal use exclusively, and 15,000 acre-feet for sediment reserve. 

Other facilities related to Foss Reservoir are pipelines from the reservoir east 
of Clinton and southwest to Elk City and canals for the irrigation of 9,440 acres 
in the Foss project area near Clinton and 7,260 acres near Anadarko, Other 
facilities related to Fort Cobb Reservoir are: A pipeline from the reservoir to 
Anadarko and extending eastward to Chickasha and a diversion dam and canals 
for the irrigation of 9,000 acres near Anadarko. The 16,260-aere project near 
Anadarko would be served by coordinated releases from Foss and Fort Cobb 
Reservoirs. The Foss and Fort Cobb projects are planned to operate as a co- 
ordinated system, although the Fort Cobb project could be developed independent 
of the Foss project (11 municipalities have requested water from the two reser- 
voirs). 

An alternate plan for a larger Fort Cobb Reservoir, with the conservation 
capacity increased from 15,000 acre-feet to 35,000 acre-feet, is presented in the 
report (H. Doc. 219, 88d Cong., 1st sess.). It would provide for additional water 
supply for industrial purposes. 

It is apparent that different functions of the projects are complementary to 
each other and that irrigation in the basin cannot be increased until improved 
water supplies are developed for certain project cities. 

_ estimated project costs total $37,429,000 and are tentatively allocated 
as follows: 


Fort Cobb 
project 


Irrigation 
Municipal 
Flood control 


The project cities have a combined population of 37,415 (1950 census), which 
has been reached since statehood in 1907. This population is expected to in- 
crease to 86,300 by 2010 A. D., the end of the project repayment period. As the 
area is not yet well developed economicaily and is within a rapidly expanding 
petroleum production field, the estimates of growth and water needs appear rea- 
sonable. Three of the project cities depend on surface water supplies, which are 
inadequate without streamflow regulation such as the project reservoirs would 
provide. The other, Elk City, now depends on wells. <A resolution from the 
city government of each of the four project cities has urged the Bureau of 
Reclamation to include plans for municipal water supply in the project reports. 

Irrigation benefits with the projects are estimated to be $750,000 annually, 
of which 52 percent would accrue to the project farmers and the remainder to 
others in the communities and to the State and the Nation. Repayment ability 
of the irrigators, after operation and maintenance charges, is estimated to be 
$66,032 annually, or $3,301,600 in 50 years. Irrigation costs beyond the ability 
of the irrigators to repay in 50 years could be retired by continuation of the com- 
bined irrigation and municipal water payments as at the end of the 50-year 
period for an additional 15 years. The project interests should be permitted to 
contract for repayment of allocated construction costs on that basis. 

Full details of the project are contained in House Document 219, 83d Congress, 
1st session. 

President Eisenhower in his budget message said: “The new projects recom- 
mended for the Bureau of Reclamation include 3 projects already authorized and 
2 projects under legislation I am proposing * * *. In their selection, considera- 
tion has been given to the benefits of supplemental irrigation for established 
farming areas, to more intensive and beneficial use of existing water supplies, 
and to the ability of the water users to make a reasonable repayment of the 
investment.” (The budget fiscal year 1955, p. M-82.) 


Purpose Foss project | | Total project 

3, 484, 000 6, 497, 000 9, 981, 000 

dh 458, 000 381, 000 839, 000 

Total... 21,740,500 | 15, 688, 500 | 37, 429, 000 
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In detailing the above comment, under the heading “Proposed for Later Trans- 
mission” (to Congress) the budget contains the following language : 

“It is proposed to initiate construction of the Washita project, Oklahoma, * * * 
in the fiscal year 1955, when authorized. The Washita project is needed to store 
water for municipal use and possible future irrigation development and for flood 
protection. * * * An amount of $500,000 is included in the budget as an esti- 
mated 1955 supplemental appropriation for these projects * * *.” 


ESTIMATE OF PAYOUT PERIOD FOR WASHITA PROJECT 


Municipal users pay 50 years with interest: $9,981,000 principal+ $6,413,000 in- 
terest + $928,000 surplus=$17,322,400. 

Irrigation users pay 55 years: $3,631,760. 

Municipal users pay additional 15 years for irrigation works not paid for by 
irrigation users: $6,083,240. 

Total repayment period, 65 years: $10,648,000 irrigation+$9,981,000 munici- 
pal +$6,418,000 interest=$27,037,400. 


ESTIMATE OF PAYOUT PERIOD FOR THE WASHITA PROJECT 


The basic assumptions for this estimate are as follows: 

1. Cost estimates, cost allocations, and payment capacities are as set out in 
House Document 219, 88d Congress, Ist session. 

2. Payout schedule is based on Foss and Fort Cobb projects operating and 
paying out in one combined development. 

3. Interest rate cn municipal water is 2 percent as given in House Document 
219. 

4. Irrigation continues repayment on its reimbursable cost to the extent of its 
payment capacity and as long as is required to repay all its allocated cost, taking 
into account help from municipal-water payments after the municipalities have 
first repaid their own capital obligation. 

5. Municipal water will repay its allocated cost in 50 years at 2 percent interest 
after repayment is initiated. The interest will be returned to the Federal Treas- 
ury. Repayment for municipal water is the same as shown in table 88, House 
Document 219. 


6. After municipal water has repaid its allocated cost, its payment will be con- 
tinued at the estimated annual payment rate which would provide net revenue 
of $405,550 annually as an aid to irrigation. First to be repaid will be cost of 
storage allocated to irrigation. Second, municipal-water payments would then 
be continued as an aid to irrigation until separable irrigation works (canals, 
ete.) are fully repaid. 
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Project repayment for Foss and Fort Cobb projects combined 


Municipal water-users pay for municipal water supply (50 annual 
payments (average $346,448) with 2-percent interest on unamor- 
tized balance. $9,981,000 principal+$6,413,000 interest-+$928,000 
surplus—$17,322,400) 

Irrigation water-users pay (55 annual payments averaging $66,032) __ 
Municipal water-users pay (15 additional annual payments of $405,- 

550 for irrigation works beyond ability of water users to repay)__ 6, 083, 240 

Surplus of is also applied to irrigation cost__..__._.___------------ 928, 000 
Reservoir cost chargeable to irrigation $2,990,000 but paid by 

municipal users. 


Interest paid__ ad. 6, 413, 000 


Total payment in 65 years 27, 037, 000 


Substitute the following section for section 2 of S. 118: 

“In constructing, operating, and maintaining the Washita project, the Secre- 
tary shall allocate proper costs thereof under the following conditions: 

“(a) Allocations to flood control, recreation, and the preservation and propa- 
gation of fish and wildlife shall be nonreturnable. 

“(b) Allocations to municipal water supply, including domestic, manufactur- 
ing, and industrial uses, shall be repayable through contracts with municipal 
corporations. Such contracts shall be precedent to the commencement of con- 
struction of any project unit affecting the individual municipalities, and shall 
provide for repayment of construction costs in not to exceed 50 years from the 
dates water is first delivered, and payments of construction costs shall include 
interest on unamortized balances at a rate equal to the average rate paid by 
the United States on long-term loans outstanding during the period of the con- 
struction, except that estimates may be used for minor costs not incurred prior 
to delivery of water. Further, such contracts shall provide that annual con- 
struction-cost repayments shall continue at the same rate, but not including 
interest charges, until the costs of Foss and Fort Cobb Reservoirs allocated 
to irrigation are fully repaid; and, further, if irrigation works are constructed, 
as hereinafter provided, said annual repayment rates shall continue so long 
as the costs of the irrigation works are unpaid. 

“(c) The authorization for construction of the irrigation works, exclusive of 
Foss and Fort Cobb Reservoirs, shall be limited, as to each reservoir, to a period 
of 10 years from the commencement of the delivery of municipal water from the 
reservoir on which the irrigation unit is Cependent. Contracts with irrigation 
water users shall provide for repayment in accordance with Reclamation Laws 
(act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary 
thereto), excepting section 9 (e) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939, pro- 
viding for repayment within a period of 55 years as to each irrigation unit, from 
the date water is first delivered thereto. 

“(d) The Secretary and the beneficiaries of the project shall conform to the 
laws of the State of Oklahoma in all matters appertaining to operation and 
management of the water supply facilities herein authorized.” 


Mr. Buper. Mr. McBride, I notice you said in your statement, “for 
possible future irrigation.” What do you mean by that? 

Mr. McBrive. I meant this: The emergency of this project is the 
municipal and industrial water supply. We have provided in this bill 
that the dams and the reservoirs would be built to their full capacity, 
and the municipalities have agreed to pay for the full capacity of 
those reservoirs. Within a 10-year period, if the irrigation water 
users form a district and enter into a repayment contract, then a 
portion of the water in these two reservoirs would be used for irriga- 
tion purposes. If at the end of 10 years the irrigation districts did 
not form a district, and did not enter into a contract suitable to the 
Secretary of Interior, nobody would be the loser for the simple reason 
that the municipalities would pay for all of the expenditures of the 
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project, including the irrigation storage as well as the municipal 
water, excepting the nonreimbursable features. 

Mr. Buper. In that event, then, you would end up with a project 
which had no irrigation in at all? 

Mr. McBrive. Except the portion that is constructed and charged 
to irrigation. 

Mr. Bupcr. But there would in fact be no irrigation if what you 
suggested happens? 

Mr. McBrive. That is true. At this time the irrigation districts 
have not been formed. A contract has not been entered into with the 
Secretary of Interior for irrigation. 

Providing that it is, then the payment for the cost will come from 
the irrigation farmers, plus the municipal water supplier. If they 
fail to make that contract, then the Government will not lose anything 
because the payment will be made with interest. 

Mr. Buner. From the domestic and industrial water—— 

Mr. McBrinr. Yes, that is right. We do not think there is any 
question about the irrigation features coming in. If we did, we 
would make it a strictly municipal water-supply project. We think 
the irrigation will come in. It is a good project. 

Mr. Fenton. Just how bad off are they for municipal water? 

Mr. McBrine. For example, the city of Chickasha, which is the 
largest city, the city of Anadarko, I believe Hobart and Clinton 
also—those are the four biggest cities—last summer passed temporary 
ordinances prohibiting people from watering lawns, washing cars, and 
shut the water off for certain hours during the day when there was 
no water at all. That is how bad it is. 

Tn addition to that, Doctor, the hardness of the river water when 
it gets down to low stage (incidentally, we cannot get ground water 
down there that is reliable at all) the hardness of water at Chickasha 
got as high as 60 grains. That is pretty near epsom salts. 

Mr. Fenton. What are the municipalities themselves doing about 
this water supply? 

Mr. McBring. The only solution to their water supply is impound- 
ment in these reservoirs. They voted bonds for search for ground 
water. They have built small reservoirs on tributaries, which were 
inadequate and silted up, and so on, and so forth. 

In that connection I would like to point out that this very river 
also has a project by the Soil Conservation Service, waterflow retarda- 
tion and flood-control project, which is now under operation and has 
been for about 5 or 6 years. 

Mr. Fenton. How large are these dams supposed to be? 

Mr. McBriwe. In acre-feet ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. McBrive. This dam at Cobb Creek has a capacity of 96,000 
acre-feet. The one at Foss has 177,000 acre-feet. 

As to the comparison of the hardness of the water, the run of the 
river water, as I told you, got up to 60 grains, and the water of this 
Cobb Creek is about 12 grains. That gives you a comparison of the 
quality of the water. 

Mr. Yocum. You might mention that some of the manufacturers 
of water-softening equipment have even refused to let their equip- 
ment be sold there because it would not work. 
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Mr. McBriwe. We cannot soften the water for these municipalities 
even if they would install them. 

Mr. Fenton. Won’t you have that same trouble with the dams? 

Mr. McBrwwr. No. The drainage area of this water is away from 
the sum area which pollutes this water in the river that they 
are taking now. In other words, it is a different geological formation. 

Mr. Frnron. I have no objection to municipalities getting good 
water, but I do not think the Federal Government should, under the 

uise, if that will be the case, of getting municipal water, go into in- 

ustrial water. 

Mr. McBrive. We would like to make this very clear, that these 
towns that will be the recipients of the water are going to pay a pretty 
dear price for it. They are going to pay about 1014 cents per thousand 
gallons, which in your country would be pretty high for water. The 
chairman wants to get rid of it in his State. It does not have any 
value. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say, however, Mr. McBride, that my little 
town of Exira, lowa, almost went broke trying to find water a few 
years ago. So we do have a few water problems even in the great 
State of Towa. 

Mr. McBrive. And you are going to have more of them. 

Mr. Jensen. I am not sure that we will now because almost every 
farmer in Iowa contours his land, which holds the water and which is 
constantly raising the water level. This is due to the fact that the 
raindrops are held pretty much where they fall and actually soak into 
the ground. The underground water supply has been greatly im- 
proved over the past 15 years. 

It is just surprising what can be done to raise the water level by 
proper soil conservation practices, in addition to the great benefits 
that come from the soil conservation project. 

Mr. McBripz. We are unfortunate in this particular valley in this 
regard: There is a lot of gypsum in that country. In fact, 2 or 3 of 
the big sum companies are located there. The United States 
Gypsum Co. has 2 or 3 plants in our State. The ground water in parts 
e —e you have to break off by the yard and sell instead of by 
the gallon. 

‘Madther thing that we have difficulty with is that we have sand- 
stone right under our top soil. We cannot get the percolation. From 
the standpoint of soil conservation in our State, I think you would 
find if you examined the record as to the organization of soil conserva- 
tion districts and the application of soil conservation practices that 
cur farmers are right up with yours, but we cannot accomplish the 
same thing in our State because of the geological situation. Conse- 
quently, these wells just do not produce the water. 

Our wells continue to go down instead of stabilizing themselves 
because, I presume, of the protracted drought situation that we have. 
One thing, of course, that is accountable for that is that all of us 
throughout the United States are using several times as much water 
per capita as we did back 15 or 20 years ago. We have bathtubs, 
toilets, and in our country we have these water coolers that cool our 
houses by putting a little humidity in our dry air, and all those things. 
b are just using a lot more water per capita on our farms and in our 
cities. 
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The State of Oklahoma just got through making a survey in that 
regard. Asa result of it, they came to the conclusion that the No. 1 
item that would retard development in the State of Oklahoma is lack 
of water. We just have to make our scarce water supply available for 
beneficial use. Although we wish we could do it through soil con- 
servation, because we have the great benefit of increased ie roduc- 
tion, we are not making any more water available in our wells because 
of the geological situation. 

Mr. Fenton. Is that in the oil area? 

Mr. McBrive. Yes. In this basin there are a number of oil and 
gas wells. I don’t know of a producing well in the watershed of these 
two dams, however, do you? 

Mr. Yocum. No. , 

Mr. McBripe. Just adjacent to this area is the big cement field and 
the Chickasha gas field. The reason for locating the big thermal 
plant there of the Public Service Co. was because of the abundance 
of natural gas at a reasonable rate. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. McBride and Mr. Yocum. We are 
pleased that you came over and a eae this project to us. You 
may be sure that the committee will give your request every consid- 
eration, 

Mr. McBrivg. Thank you very much for your courtesy in hearing 
us. 


Tuourspay, Fresrvary 11, 1954. 
Aaska Roap CoMMISsION 
WITNESS 
HON. E. L. BARTLETT, A DELEGATE IN CONGRESS FROM ALASKA 


Mr. Jensen. We have with us this morning, Delegate Bartlett, of 
Alaska, who has been before this committee many, many times. We 
are always glad to hear from him. Mr. Bartlett, tell us of the prob- 
lems that you have in Alaska. 

Mr. Bartierr. My name is E. L. Bartlett, Delegate in Congress 
from Alaska. In specific answer to the chairman’s question, we oo 
many problems. Before getting to them, though, I should like to say 
that although he has since left the room, after completing his excellent 
statement—and I hope he receives everything that his people need—I 
want to thank the distinguished Representative from Utah, Mr. Daw- 
son, for his kind references to Alaska. He has been of assistance to us 
in many ways. 

I want to express gratitude also to the members of the committee for 
giving assurances that hereafter Mr. Benecke, representing the Juneau 
Chamber of Commerce, will be heard in respect to the Alaska public- 
works appropriations. 

Mr. Chatvnasi I come before the committee with a feeling, frankly 


of urgency. Iam terribly disturbed and distressed by the very radical 
reductions in appropriation requests before you now for several 
Alaska functions. I am particularly concerned about the heavy re- 
duction suggested for the Alaska Road Commission and for the 
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Alaska public works. These budgetary requests, as I am unofficially 
informed, represent rather deep slashes in many cases from the figures 
first urged by the Interior Department. 

For example, Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, the 
budgetary request for Alaska Road Commission construction funds 
is 32 percent below the amount which you appropriated for this fiscal 
year. That is a pretty heavy blow all at one time, especially so in 
view of Alaska’s still urgent need for a functioning program of road 
construction. 

The Cordova Highway, which would lead from that seaport com- 
munity on Prince Williams Sound to connect with the Richardson 
Highway, and thus with all other parts of Alaska having road con- 
nections, was actually initiated by this committee on an independent 
basis. 

As I recall, the committee 1 year not too long ago inserted a pro- 
vision in the appropriation bill providing $100,000 to start that road. 
You have continued appropriations since then. Now we have the 
very serious situation arising where you are not asked to appropriate a 
dime for a highway in progress. 1 do not know what the people in 
the executive department intend to do—just to chop it off after barely 
making a start? I hope not, because as this committee said in its 
report in launching the whole proposition, it could well be a road of 
real significance in the development program of Alaska, which you 
gentlemen have done so much to create. 

I was hopeful that the budget would call for at least $3 million 
for this road. ‘That is a sum that can be properly expended, I should 
think, by the agency in charge during the coming fiscal year, and 
would keep the road on its way. 

I hope notwithstanding the ‘- of budgetary reference to this road 
that an appropriation of $3 million will be made so the work can 

r 
7 Mr. JensEN. That road leads from where to where, Mr. Bartlett? 

Mr. Barrett. It leads from Cordova to a connecting point on the 
Richardson Highway. The distance is something like 110 miles. It 

es through very heavily mineralized country, of course, and goes 
through a country of great scenic values. I have always believed 
since the talk started about building such a road that it had an im- 
portance in the permanent program perhaps subordinate to none. 

Mr, JENSEN. Mr. Bartlett, that is the road designated at the “Copper 
River Highway”? 

Mr. Barttett. That is right. I should have so alluded to it, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. I believe there is considerable unexpended funds that 
we appropriated last year that have not yet been used, nor can be 
used, nor will be used up to July 1, the end of this fiscal year; is that 
not a fact? 

Mr. Barruztt. I have no precise information as to the status of 
those funds. I was told that the estimate placed before you previously 
for completing the road up to the bridge is going to fall short of 
the actual need by something on the order of $700,000. 

Apart from that it did seem to me that the logical and sensible thing 
to have done would have been to ask this committee to make a further 
appropriation for construction beyond the bridge, and thus allow the 
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road to be projected as sone as could be toward the Richardson 
Highway. Of course, the Alaska Road Commission might well choose 
to work from both ends. I presume that would be the case. 

I want to remind you that this is one of the very few new roads 
under construction. This was a subject of some discussion befcre 
the committee last year. We find a situation arising where practically 
all the construction money is being appropriated to complete roads 
already commenced, and soon we will face a situation where no new 
construction will be underway, notwithstanding the fact that it is a 
very badly needed item. 

I also, Mr. Chairman, would like to express the hope that the eom- 
mittee will see fit to make available to the Alaska Road Commission 
the sum of $100,000 for the next fiscal year, which that agency had 
requested, so that work could be started on a highway from Fairbanks 
to Nenana. 

It is a very important road in the view of the roadbuilding officials 
and in the view of the people of interior Alaska. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Bartlett, the Alaska Railroad runs from Anchor- 
age through Nenana, does it not? 

Mr. Barttert. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. It has been rehabilitated in past years and is in very 
good shape. They do have a road there that can be traveled, do they 
not ¢ 

Mr. Bartierr. A few jeeps have gotten over the road—I should not 
call it a road—have covered the distance between the two communities 
inthe last year. I just read that two men and a woman were stranded 
there in 30-degree-below weather and were finally rescued after some 
little difficulty. 

1 believe, considering the area to be served by this road, that a high- 
way more or less alongside the road would not be disastrous to the 
railroad but would, on the other hand, likely build up traffic for the 
railroad. 

Mr. Jensen, I was not thinking about it from that standpoint. I 
was just thinking about it from the standpoint that here on the main- 
land we find it necessary because of domestic conditions, conditions of 
the world, conditions of our United States Treasury, that we are try- 
ing as best we can to spend money where it is most needed and only 
where it is absolutely necessary. In every State of the Union Congress 
is asked to make appropriations for this, that and the other thing. Of 
course, we would like very much to be able to do it. I wish the con- 
dition that now exists did not exist. It does exist, and because of that 
the people not only in Alaska but in the mainland are just going to 
ants to work along with Congress as best they can to help us get over 
the hump. 

Mr. Barrierr. We in Alaska, I think I might say, Mr. Chairman, 
are appreciative of the condition in which we find ourselves today. 
We know that we cannot balance the budget, and at the same time in- 
dulge in unlimited spending. We know that all our needs cannot be 
met today or this year or next year. 

However, my suggestion goes to this point, primarily, that a 32-per- 
cent cut in these construction funds for the Alaska Road Commission 
in 1 year is calling upon Alaska to take too much by way of reduction 


too speedily. 
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. Mr. Jensen. I may say that Governor Heintzleman of Alaska was 
before the committee the other day, along with Mr. Strand, the Di- 
rector of Territories, and urged the committee to do the things that 
you today are asking us to do. 

I must say that the Governor, who is a very modest and soft-spoken 
man, did give us the best possible justification that could be given for 
additional funds for these roads, for these municipal improvements, 
for the railroad from Seward to Portage. About all this committee 
could do was to say to your good Governor that we thanked him and 
Mr. Strand for the fine presentation as to all the problems of Alaska, 
and then said that this committee would give their request full and 
most serious consideration. 

Mr. Barrierr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I desire to say con- 
cerning the maintenance program of the Alaska Road Commission 
only that there should be approval of the Budget request for $3,500,000. 

I want to endorse the budgetary requests of $11,994,000 for the 
Seward docks and rehabilitation of the Seward-Portage part of the 
Alaska Railroad. I think it is a necessary undertaking, and as has 
previously been said to the committee, is essential for defense pur- 
OSes. 

I hope the money is granted this year. 


Araska Pusric Works 


Now, Mr. Chairman, the slash which is contemplated by the budget 
request for the Alaska public works is even more drastic than that. 
for the Alaska Road Commission, because it represents a reduction of 
58 percent below your 1954 fiscal year appropriations. What has 
happened? Well, guided by the advice of the committee, a lot of 
these small communities, as well as the larger ones, have gone ahead 
and have advanced planning funds, have expended those funds, have 
held their elections, have complied with all the requirements which 
they thought they were obliged to. They are prepared to put up their 
50 percent of the construction costs. 

ow they find that their projects are not even in the budgetary pro- 
posalt It is sort of changing the rules of the game when the game is 
alf over,sotospeak. Let me just cite one instance in this connection. 

Here is the town of Petersburg, made up of a group of very fine 
citizens, one of the most substantial little towns in the world. I do not 
confine that description just to Alaska. They are wonderful people. 
They are fishermen, principally, hard workers all. They are badly in 
need of a water and sewer system and some street improvements, 
which would cost $460,000. Those people have gone through all the 
ret mul angyey of which I just spoke, and here their project is not even 

ore you. 


That goes, too, for the Territorial school at Nenona, the place we 


discussed a moment ago as the terminus of this proposed highway. 

The Juneau independent school district needs a high school and 
needs it badly. I can testify to that. 

There is a project for an addition to the Pioneers’ Home, where the 
Territory would be the local participating agency; and a hosiptal for 
Valdez, the southern terminus of the Richardson Highway, which is 

42590—54—pt. 2-88 
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badly needed. They do not have an adequate place for hospitalization 


there now. 

The city of Anchorage needs a water system, street improvements 
and a school at Seldova, which, as I recall, has not shared in this pro- 
gram atall. 

I think these places, and perhaps with special reference to some of 
the smaller communities which have been left out in the cold to a cer- 
tain extent, ought to be ee 8 ane to share in this joint undertaking 
between themselves and the Federal Government, due to the fact that 
they had reason to believe they could get the money if they per- 
formed as they were advised to do. In view of the fact that the slash 
is 58 percent, and in view of the fact of the really compelling need, I 
hope that the committee will see fit to raise the budget estimates in re- 
spect to Alaska public works. 9) 

Mr. Fenton. That was supposed to be a $70 million program over 
how many years? 

Mr. Barrierr. Over a 5-year period. 

Mr. Fenton. When does it start ? 

Mr. Bartierr. This appropriation which you are about to make 
would be the last. I might tell you, Dr. Fenton, that only this week 
the Territories Subcommittee of the House Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs Committee approved a bill to extend the life of the Alaska pub- 
lic works for an additional 4 years. The reason for that is obvious. 
The program contemplated a $70 million expenditure over this period. 
of years with half of that money to be put up by the Federal Govern- 
ment and half by the local participants. 

To date, we have only had something like $41 million appropriated. 

Mr. Fenton. That is half of the $70 million? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. It is not a $140 million program ? 

Mr. Bartierr. No; it is a $70 million program. The Federal con- 
tribution to date has been just over $20 million. 

The extension of the act has been approved by the Department of 
the Interior. The Air Force has submitted a favorable report, and the 
Territories Subcommittee passed it unanimously. I hope the bill will 
become a law so that we can round out the undertaking originally 
contemplated. 

Mr. Fenton. With no addition to the money ? 

Mr. Bartterr. No. It still remains at $70 million in the aggregate. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say, Mr. Bartlett, that I am sure you will be 
glad to know that the Governor and Mr. Strand also were quite dis- 
turbed about this matter, and that the committee went as far as we 
could go without just absolutely making a definite promise of any 
amount. But I am sure that the tonmner and Mr. Strand were pretty 
well satisfied, and you will be pretty well satisfied, to know that the 
feeling of the committee is that the cut which was made was not justi- 
fied from the point of view of the facts and in fairness to the people 
in those towns who expected Uncle Sam to carry on with this 
at a more rapid rate than the request allowed by the budget this year 
would indicate. 

I think you will be glad to know why we cannot promise on rere, 
yet. You understand that. But the Governor and Mr. Strand went 
away from here feeling pretty good about the whole thing, as I am 
sure you will because of what I have just said. 
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Mr. Bartierr. Because of what you have just said, I am going to go 
ov aFi from here feeling very well. That is cheering intelligence, 
indeed. 

I want to mention just one item in reference to hospitalization. That 
has to do with the sanitorium for the tubercular at Seward being oper- 
ated under the auspices of the women’s division of the Methodist 
Church. We have a most distinguished surgeon and administrator in 
charge of that institution, Dr. Francis Phillips, one of the grandest 
men I have had the good fortune to meet. 

The sanatorium, as all of you know, I am confident, opened up a few 
years back after the Army buildings had been converted for this pur- 
pose. Since then it has housed Alaska Native Service patients, Veter- 
ans’ Administration patients, and Territorial government patients. 

It has done a grand and noble work. There is always the great prob- 
lem, of course, of making both ends meet. Just a little while ago the 
Alaska Native Service told the people at the hospital that they would 
have to reduce the average daily load for the remainder of the fiscal 
year to 55 patients. I think 70 patients from the ANS are required 
in order that the break-even point may be reached. 

By a process of transferring Alaska Native Service funds which 
could not be employed for the purpose which it had intended to use 
them, the caseload was brought up for the remainder of this fiscal year 
to 70 patients daily. Now the budget before you seeks $250,000 for 
hospitalization of these ANS clients at Seward. They only pay $12.50 
a day. In these days of high costs, I suggest that is quite reasonable. 

Mr. Fenton. What is ANS. 

Mr. Bartietr. Alaska Native Service. That budget request will 
only provide for 55 patients a day. I have had letters galore from 

ople at the sanatorium, the administrative staff, Dr. Phillips, and 

rom women in the Methodist Church saying that they do not believe 
they can keep the place open if the Indian Bureau has only 55 
patients there. 

Therefore, I want to express the very strong hope that this com- 
mittee will appropriate $319,375, which would represent an increase 
of $69,375 over the budgetary request, so that this patient load can 
be maintained at 70 daily average patients. It seems to me it is 
essential. 

Iam advised an average of 80 beds could be utilized if the budgetary 
ceiling were to be lifted by $115,000, for a total appropriation of $365,- 
000. Remembering a discussion that the chairman and I had a few 
years ago in respect to this very institution, I should like to suggest 
that if the committee finds it possible, which I hope it will, to add to 
the amount requested by the Bureau of the Budget, that this appro- 
priation will be tied down for use at the Seward Sanatorium. 

I do not know how directly this relates to an appropriation request 
before you because I do not have immediately at hand the total amount 
asked for the Wheeler-Howard Act, if any, but I am greatly concerned 
because of rumors and reports—I have not had them substantiated as 
yet—that the Indian Bureau may not finance cannery operations of 
some of these Indian cannery cooperative ventures in Alaska this 
coming season. I am particularly disturbed about the situation at 
Klawock, Hydaburg, and Kake. Those canneries have been operated 
by the native people for some years and have played a very useful 
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part in those communities and other communities where similar can- 
neries are being operated. They have to have financial support, of 
course. 

Of course, the money has to come from the Wheeler-Howard Act 

have just one more item, Mr. Chairman. That has to do with 
the request for $100,000 for Bureau of Reclamation hydro surveys 
in the Territory. I have a very lively memory that that work was 
started in Alaska chiefly because of the interest of one man some years 
ago, and has continued since. That man happens to be the chairman of 
the present committee, the gentleman from Iowa, Mr. Jensen. 

Already we have practically completed the first hydro project at 
Eklutna, which T am happy to say is going to be finished for about 
some $3 million less than the last previous estimate. But we need a 
worthwhile appropriation to go forward with these surveys of the 
vast hydro potential in the Territory of Alaska—$100,000 obviously 
will not do the job. We have some of the greatest untapped reser- 
voirs of hydro power on the North American Continent. 

Until they are investigated, until they are firmed up, as it were, by 
engineering studies, nothing can be done. 

T do hope this committee will find it possible to appropriate at least 
$400,000 for the coming fiscal year so that these studies may be con- 
tinued in an aggressive way instead of pretty much maintaining an 
office staff and doing just a few things, because with $100,000 it will 
not be possible to make these field studies on these great projects. 

Their coming into being will be delayed until such times as those 
investigations are made. Thank you very much for having been so 
patient with me, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

It is always a great privilege to appear before you. I want to say 
once more—I say this every year, I am entitled to—the people of 
Alaska are deeply grateful for the help that you always provide for 
our worthy undertakings. Your appropriations, your considerations 
have meant much to our development in these last few years in several 
vital fields. 

T am going to hand you a brochure assembled and published by the 
League of Alaskan Cities relating to the Alaska Public Works Act. 
I think you will find therein some useful information. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Bartlett. As IT have said on many 
occasions after visiting Alaska, and while I was in Alaska, no territory 
could develop without good roads. After viewing the field situation 
up there and the electric power situation, I say certainly that Alaska 
cannot get very far without more electric energy. That is why I 
said to the Interior Department that certainly Alaska needs more 
electric energy, that I would recommend that you make a survey of 
the Territory to locate good dain sites for hydroelectric power dams. 
They did that. 

I take a little more than passing pride in the fact that I have played 
a small part in bringing to Alaska the Eklutna project and also a better 
road system. 

I want to say, Mr. Bartlett, we are always glad to have you come 
before the committee and tell us about the things that you feel your 
great Territory should have. You can be sure that this committee 
will continue to give due consideration to the Alaska items. 

Is there anything, Dr. Fenton? 
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Mr. Fenton. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Fenron. Mr. Norrell ? 

Mr. Norret. I do not, except for the record I want. to say that both 
Democrats and Republicans—I am now talking for the Democrats— 
have the greatest admiration for the distinguished and able Delegate 
from Alaska. I know that we all on this committee want to do every- 
ting we can for the benefit of that great section of America. 

Mr. Bartuierr. I appreciate, Mr. Norrell, what you have to say. I 
want to say for the record also that the affairs of Alaska in this com- 
mittee have, to my knowledge, never been treated in a partisan manner. 
It has just been splendid. You have always tried to do something 
for the territory. 

Mr. Jensen. That is the way we carry on, We have no other pur- 
pose than to do that which is right and best for America. 


Tuourspay, Fesrvary 11, 1954. 
Bureau or MINES 
TAR RESEARCH 


WITNESSES 


HAROLD G. TUFTY, REPRESENTING FRANKLIN P. WOOD ASSO- 
CIATES, INC., CONSULTING AND MANAGEMENT ENGINEERS 
EDWARD KNAPP, REPRESENTING FRANKLIN P. WOOD ASSOCIATES, 

INC., CONSULTING AND MANAGEMENT ENGINEERS 


Mr. Fenton. The committee will come to order. Mr. Tufty and 
Mr. Knapp, we are ready to hear you at this time. 

Mr. Torry. I want to take this opportunity of thanking the com- 
mittee for the privilege of offering our statement. 

We represent the Franklin P. Wood Associates, Inc. 

This corporation engages in the development of new technologies 
of many kinds, converting original undeveloped inventions into com- 
mercially valuable devices or processes. Our appearance before this 
subcommittee grows out of our interest in one of these undeveloped 
technologies, that of the low-temperature carbonization of coal. This 
technology is basically well known, but it has lain dormant in this 
country for 25 years. Between 1900 and 1925, about 25 processes were 
developed in this country, 13 of which had commercial tryouts, but 
only two of which are still in operation. 

About 1,500 inventors have worked on the problem—most of them 
represented by a single patent—but very few have made any significant 
contributions to the art. During the 1920’s there was great develop- 
ment activity, but at that time neither the industrial equipment re- 
quired for carbonization nor the markets for the chemical by-products 
were ready, and the technique was abandoned as a disappointment. 
Within the last 5 years 12 new processes have been developed in this 
country and are being actively promoted. We have developed one of 
these 12 processes, 
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With this introduction, we come before this subcommittee to urge 
that the technical agency of this Government most concerned with 
the growth and development of the coal business, the United States 
Bureau of Mines, be granted by the Congress an appropriation of 
$275,000 for the fiscal year 1954-55 for the purpose of conducting a 
study of the content and utilization of the chemicals in the tar-oil 
obtained from the low-temperature carbonization of coal. 

It would be both unwise and improper for the Congress to appropri- 
ate money which the Bureau of Mines could—or would be directed 
to—use to develop any one particular process for obtaining low- 
temperature tar. That is a matter for private capital, private risk, 
and private enterprise. On the other hand it is proper and desirable 
for the Bureau of Mines to inform itself, through technical research 
done at its own experiment stations, as to (1) the chemicals which 
can be abstracted from low-temperature tar, (2) uses to which private 
elterprise can put the chemicals so obtained, (3) the potentialities 
for conversion of these chemicals to other materials, and (4) the 
preferable methods of extracting chemicals from low-temperature tar. 

The Bureau of Mines is not now so informed, and we believe that 
it is to the interest of the security of the country to give the Bureau 
of Mines a modest appropriation for the purpose of enabling it to keep 
up with other countries in its knowledge of the values contained in 
low-temperature tar. To our knowledge, the Bureau has conducted 
no research on low-temperature tar since the midtwenties, and has 
published nothing on the subject since 1929, with the exception of 
generalized material included in Report of Investigation 4954 pub- 
lished in April 1953. This report describes the research done of 
Mr. Vernon F. Parry of the Bureau staff at the Denver Laboratory 
on a process for low-temperature carbonization—now used at Rock- 
dale, Tex.—and the discussion of low-temperature tar is incidental. 

Mr. Frnron. That is the Texas Power Co. 

Mr. Turry. That is the Texas Power and the Aluminum Co. 

First, we wish to discuss the security aspects of this matter. Low- 
temperature carbonization of coal does not produce any substantial 
amount of liquid fuels, synthetic or otherwise. The basic liquid prod- 
ucts are chemicals—raw materials for the plastics industry, the deter- 
gent and sanitary industries, and for organic synthesis. In peace- 
time, no low-temperature carbonizing operation could afford to sell 
any of its byproducts for fuels, since as fuels they would command 
much lower prices than they would as chemicals. This will be true 
for a long time to come. However, in time of war, many of the by- 
products of low-temperature carbonization—both primary and proc- 
essed—could be converted at extra cost into liquid fuels: Jet fuel, 
diesel fuel, and gasoline. Because of lower prices and higher costs, 
low-temperature carbonization plants making an attractive profit 
producing chemicals for perce use would make little or no money 
during a war period. This corporation has moderate but inadequate 
information about the potentialities of this conversion in time of 
emergency. The point is that the Bureau of Mines, the chief adviser 
of the Government on the proper utilization of our coal resources, 
has only the sketchiest of information as to the chemicals to be de- 
rived by low-temperature carbonization, the fuels to which they might 
be converted, and the methods for accomplishing the conversion. 
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From what we know, we are convinced that we know more about the 
conversion of the products of low-temperature carbonization into 
fuels for military purposes than does the Bureau of Mines. 

This is no reflection on the Bureau of Mines. We understand that 
they have not had appropriations, and have been unable to do the work 
along that line, or to keep up with the development in other countries, 
and it is for that reason that we are making this proposal. 

Mr. Fenton. Did they ever ask for any appropriation ? 

Mr. Turry. I don’t know. They did some work on it. 

Mr. Fenton. All right. 

Mr. Turry. But what we are trying to convey here is that we are 
not giving any adverse reflection to the Bureau’s efforts. 

The Bureau should conduct this research at once, if only for reasons 
of security, and they should have the money for that job. 

A special case in this regard is that of the logistics of the exposed 
jet-plane airbases in Northern Alaska: Eielson and Ladd. It is 
common knowledge that these bases are at the far end of an exposed 
and vulnerable supply line. Jet fuel and some gasoline can be sup- 
plied, perhaps, by the proposed but as yet unbuilt pipeline from the 
oil fields of British Columbia. However, at best much of the fuel 
must be shipped over the Alaska Railroad, which can be cut by weather 
and by enemy action. There is abundant subbitumous coal in the 
area which can be burned for power and heat—but it won’t run a 
diesel bulldozer nor fly a jet plane. It is a poor fuel, hard to burn, 
causing damage to powerplants, and adding to the smog conditions 
which at times interfere with flying at these bases. However, this 
subbituminous coal is an excellent raw material for low-temperature 
carbonization, producing a premium clean smokeless solid fuel for 
power and heat. It would also produce large amounts of the pri- 
mary byproducts which could be converted to jet fuel at the site in time 
of emergency. Here again the Bureau of Mines needs further infor- 
mation than it now has. A similar situation exists at many other mili- 
tary installations around the world. 

The economics of low-temperature carbonization depend in large 
part on the chemicals which can be extracted. When they can be 
fully exploited, low-temperature carbonization brings very substan- 
tial profits, not only to the coal-mine operators who produce the 
raw coal, but also to the operators of the carbonization plants, and 
the other interests involved. It would permit the coal-mine operators 
to pay a high level of wages and at the same time sell coal for utility 
and industrial fuel use on a competitive-price basis, and still make 
money. Since all of the really low-cost hydrolectric power of the 
country has already been exploited, the constantly increasing demand 
for electric power is going to bring back steam plants for power gen- 
eration and coal for fuel is going to be required. If the coal industry 
is going to be destroyed by its present marginal-profit position, it 
will not be available when the need arises. Therefore, in the interest 
of the coal industry in particular and of the United States in general, 
the Bureau of Mines should conduct this research on the potentialities 
of low-temperature tar at once, and it needs this appropriation to 
make it possible. 

We have calculated that if we knew today how to fully exploit 
the byproduct chemical values from low-temperature carbonization, 
we could offer solid fuel to the military installations in Alaska at 


1330 


a saving of approximately 20 nt on the fuel bill now incurred 
by the services in Alaska for Alaskan coal. This amounts to about 
$1,600,000 in that area. Applying the same percentage to the coal 
purchases by the Federal Government in the United States, it would 
mean a saving of about $16 million per year. 

To digress momentarily from the economics of the chemicals derived 
from low-temperature carbonization, we would like to point out that 
by this process coal would be made 100 percent smokeless, which would 
be of great benefit in the large cities. What is done in low-tempera- 
ture carbonization is to take the smoke out of coal and sell the smoke. 
To sell that smoke at a profit you have to know what is in the smoke, 
and what we are urging is that the Congress permit its chief adviser 
in the field to find out just what is in the smoke. In Britain, where 
the Government has conducted or sponsored considerable research 
into the chemical products of low-temperature carbonization, par- 
tially as a result of the smog conditions in London—where in the 
black fog of 1952 some 4,000 people died in 1 week—they have a very 
descriptive phrase for it, “There’s gold in them thar smog.” The 
quotation is from the Christian Science Monitor. 

There is still another point which deserves considerable attention. 
With the decline in the market for coal, more and more miners in this 
country have been put out of work, with the result that some of the 
coal areas are semipermanent depression areas. When the coal chemi- 
cals from the low-temperature carbonization of coal are fully known 
and available to industry, the installation of low-temperature carbon- 
ization plants, either at the mines or at the industrial plants of the 
users, would put an average of 300 miners back to work for every 
1,000 tons of raw coal now mined and sold. The process causes a 
shrinkage in the coal and the additional miners will be required to 
make up that shrinkage. This situation is true in many congressional 
districts, including those of 3 of the 5 members of this subcommittee, 
and it is true within the States represented by the other 2 members 
of this subcommittee. If the total tonnage of coal now used in indus- 
tries which could well use smokeless fuel were to be carbonized, about 
360,000 new miners would be required, which would bring the total 
labor force in the mines to 750,000, or nearly 100,000 more than have 
been employed in the coal mines in any year since 1920. 

Job creation on this scale has attracted the interest, as well it might, 
of the Area Development Office of the Department of Commerce. 
Since many of the areas with which they deal are these coal mining 
and distressed areas, anything which creates 300 new jobs for every 
1,000 tons of coal now mined in any given area is potent medicine. 
This is particularly true since so much of the plant required to create 
these jobs is already in place, and no retaining of workers is required. 
One good example of how this works would be Harlan County, Ky., 
where in 1952 approximately 9 million tons of coal were mined. To 
carbonize all of that would generate 8.100 jobs and there are not 8,100 
unemployed miners in the country. The use of low-temperature car- 
bonization would not only wipe out the unemployment in the country’s 
biggest industry, but would lengthen the work week for all concerned. 
And at the same time the business would be profitable for the coal- 
mine operators, the financiers, the carbonization plant operators, and 
other industries. The Area Development Office has cooperated to the 
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fullest with us in bringing this story to the areas where it would do 
good, and has done so in a way which has brought credit to itself. 

Since we are ourselves interested in the business of low-temperature 
carbonization, the point may be raised that we are suggesting that 
the Congress appropriate money for a research project which will 
work to our benefit. To an extent this is true. We expect to obtain 
information from the publication by the Bureau of the results of its 
research. But the case is much broader than that. Collection by 
an impartial agency of data as to the characterization of the chemical 
compounds, their uses, the methods for their conversion to other and 
more Valuable chemicals of interest to industry, and their possible 
conversion, in times of national emergency, to fuels which might mean 
the aan between life and death, is of great importance to many 
people. 

irst, it is important to the private-enterprise groups interested 
in the development of low-temperature carbonization for industry. 

Second, it is important to the chemical industries into which the 
products of low-temperature carbonization may move as raw mate- 
rials at lower costs to those industries than their present raw materials. 

Third, it is important to the utility industry, which buying smoke- 
less fuel at the same price as they now pay 7 raw coal can obtain 
the following benefits, (a) elimination of the costs of smoke, (b) 
about 10 percent net increase in their combustion efficiency, and (c) 
savings in their storage and handling charges. 

Fourth, it is important to the coal operators, some of which by 
using low-temperature carbonization may be enabled to stay in busi- 
ness when otherwise they would fold up. 

Fifth, it is important to the coal miners to whom it brings a chance 
for more jobs, or for the 5-day week instead of the 3-day week. 

Sixth, it is important to the merchants of the coal-mining areas, 
sinee the payroll from 300 jobs would bring business to the stores in 
a volume about 8 times that of the payroll. This sells new clothes, 
new cars, and new appliances. 

Seventh, knowledge of the ways to get vital liquid fuels from coal 
in time of emergency is important to those concerned with national 
security. 

To all of these people, and through them most of the people of 
the country have a vital stake in the matter, the economics of the 
chemicals to be extracted from coal are important. To return to a 
phrase, if coal smoke is to attain its full stature as a national resource, 
it is vital that the Bureau of Mines be enabled now to find out just 
what is in that smoke. 

Mr. Fenton. Well, that is very interesting, Mr. Tufty. Of course, 
you mentioned in your statement about the work that they are doing 
out in the Denver laboratory in this kind of work, I believe. 

Mr. Knapp. It is not directly on that kind of work. It was a devel- 
opment of the project by Mr. Parry which was used in the cooperative 
project. between the Bureau of Mines and Texas Power & Light. 
Work on the tar itself, the full utilization of the tar, was not attempted. 

Mr. Fenton. I don’t know what work the Bureau of Mines is doing, 
but they have a program, as you know, experimenting with the sub- 
bituminous coals. 
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Now, have you spoken to the Bureau of Mines at any time on this 
problem ? 

Mr. Kwarp. We didn’t talk to them about this particular presenta- 
tion. We know pretty much what they are doing. They have been 
kept advised of everything we have been doing in the development of 
this process, so they know all about the process. And we have gotten 
the very distinct impression, and 2 or 3 times it was put explicitly, 
that there was no work on low-temperature tar itself. 

In other words, the work that they are doing is close to this, but 
not exact. This is a chemical research problem. And if they were 
to undertake it, I believe they have some very competent organic 
chemists on the staff of the experiment stations around which they 
would build a staff of organic chemists. This is not a mechanical 
engineering or a process development problem, or even one of opera- 
tion of equipment. It is strictly a chemical problem. 

Mr. Turry. As we understand it, Mr. Parry’s development is to 
carbonize finely divided coal, but that is the extent of the work, to 
develop a machine to do just that. They haven’t gone into, in detail, 
the composition of the chemicals that they get from that process, in 
the manner that we are recommending here. 

Mr. Fenton. I always thought a lot of the byproducts from that 
process they are using out there. 

Mr. Kwnarr. They are getting about 10 gallons to the ton and it is 
shown as a single cut. 

Mr. Fenton. Do I understand by your methods you are carbonizing 
the subbituminous coal? 

Mr. Turry. Any kind of coal. Bituminous, subbituminous, lignite. 

Mr, Fenron. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Fenton. On the record. 

We will certainly look into the matter, gentlemen, and I will be 
very glad to take it up with the Bureau of Mines and get their feelin, 
on it, because, after all, we are guided by the budget that they sen 
up here, and we are always willing and anxious to learn of new 
methods. 

Mr. Knapp. Your temptation is to cut the budget instead of add 
to it. 

Mr. Fenton. I wouldn’t say that. 

Mr. Knapp. Of course, what this is is essentially to unlock a key 
which would permit some very substantial savings. On just those 
Alaskan installations, there is $1,600,000 available. And on the total 
sales of 8 million tons on the average cost to the government in this 
country—I am not talking of offshore buying of coal for overseas 
bases, Just in this country—that is about $80 million and 20 percent of 
that is $16 million. 

Mr. Fenton. All right, sir. 

Mr. Torry. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Fenton. Any questions? 

Mr. Norrety. No questions. 

Mr. Fenton. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Turry. Thank you very much. 
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Tuourspay, Fresrvary 11, 1954. 
Centra VALLEY Progecr 
WITNESS 


HON. CLAIR ENGLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Jensen. We have with us today our colleague, Congressman 
Engle, of California, who will talk about some matters in his district. 

Mr. Eneore. Mr. Chairman, I am appearing in support of the items 
recommended in the President’s budget for the Central Valley proj- 
ect, and I hope that this committee will include them all without 
reduction in the appropriation bill that goes to the floor. 

The President’s recommendations include $6,983,000 for construe- 
tion on the Folsom and Nimbus powerhouses on the American River. 
The wisdom of this committee in carrying along the construction on 
the American River project 2s fast as it has is already demonstrated. 
The power to be produced at the Folsom and Numbus powerhouses 
is already contracted for by the Sacramento Municipal Utility Dis- 
trict. In fact, the city of Sacramento and the surrounding area 
would be in serious straits for power if the Folsom and Numbus 
powerhouses were not soon coming on the line. Moreover, the Sacra- 
mento Municipal Utility District’s estimates of its growth make it 
necessary even now to look for other sources of power. To that end, 
the Sacramento Municipal Utility District has initiated plans for 
powerhouse construction of its own higher up on the American River, 
called the Silver Creek power site. 


I mention these facts as a compliment to the committee’s judgment 
in initiating this project and hurrying it toward completion, and as 
a justification of the requests made by the President in this budget. 
The major structure on the American River, Folsom Dam, is of course 


being built by the Army engineers, for which the President this year 
has requested $14 million. Finally, on the American River the budget 

rovides $343,000 for a fish hatchery at the Nimbus Dam. This has 

een found to be necessary in order to prevent the construction from 
completely eliminating the salmon run. The law makes the preserva- 
tion of fish and wildlife resources an obligation of the Federal Govern- 
ment in connection with Federal dams. It should be added, I think, 
that all the damage will not be corrected, but some of it will, and of 
course we should do what we can to prevent the destruction of fish life, 
even though it is impossible in the very nature of the case to leave 
nature undisturbed by these great water and power developments. 
Moreover, the value of the fish saved will more than equal the cost 
of saving them. 


SACRAMENTO VALLEY CANALS 


Another budget item in the President’s budget is $2 million for 
the Sacramento Valley canals. I regret that some member of this 
committee was not present at Red Bluff on October 17, 1953, when we 
held the ground-breaking ceremonies on the Sacramento Valley canals. 
We were not lacking for dignitaries, but it would have been appro- 
priate if some member of this committee, which had so much to do 
with initiating the construction of these canals, could have been on 
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hand. The principal speeches on the occasion were made by Senator 
Knowland, Senator Kuchel, and Mr, Dexheimer, the Commissioner 
of Reclamation. Several Members of Congress were present, and 
many representatives of the State Jegislature. In fact, Governor 
Knight said that there were more leading public officials of California 
on the platform that day than he had seen in his political experience 
on one occasion. All of them lauded the commencement of the Sacra- 
mento Valley canals, which is probably the least controversial and 
the most popular water project ever started in our State. It is hoped 
that from here on, the construction of these canals will proceed steadily 
until they have been completed and help to meet the ever-growing 
need of California for irrigated lands to take care of the ila 

eople a day who still cross our borders to add to our population. The 
armers of the service area of these canals have 6 districts in process 
of formation, which will be completed in the next 60 or 90 days, as 
well as 2 already organized which seek to contract for water to be 
delivered from these canals. It is safe, in my opinion, to predict 
that the Sacramento Valley will be short of water to meet the demands 
long before these canals are completed, and that we will have a dupli- 
cation in the Sacramento Valley of the situation which prevails in 
the San Joaquin Valley, where the Bureau of Reclamation was sold 
out of water almost before it turned the first acre-foot down the great 
canals of the Central Valley project. 

The last item I want to mention particularly is the Sly Park proj- 
ect. This, as you know, is a small project east of Sacramento supply- 
ing some domestic water in and around Placerville and irrigation 
water for the farms and orchards. The amount suggested by the 
President is sufficient to complete the project. A unique feature of 
this project, and one which T hope will be followed hereafter, is the 
contract entered into between the Bureau and the local district under 
which the local district is given complete control of the management 
and operation of the project, subject only to very limited supervision 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. The project itself serves an area 
where water is so short that it is not adequate for household purposes 
in the homes and on the farms. 

In conclusion, I wish to express my appreciation to this committee 
for the patient and generous attention it has given throughout the 
years to the water requirements of California, which stands unchal- 
lenged as the single most serious problem in our State. It will not be 
solved by the completion of even those programs now under way 
and for which your committee is appropriating, but will be relieved 
somewhat. And, we hope that through a continued cooperation be- 
tween the Federal Government and our State that we can provide 
adequate water supplies in the future. 

In brief, my statement supports each and every item which the 
President has included in his budget, and in the amount included in 
his budget, which I regard as just and adequate. for the Central 
Valley project. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. The projects you are particularly inter- 
ested in are—— 

Mr. Enate. The Sacramento Valley canals; a power project. east 
of Sacramento, Sly Park, and the President included $3 million, 
which is to complete that che ar the power features of the project 
at Folsom, which are rapidly being brought to completion. 
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Then, there is a little item for a fish hatchery at the Nimbus Dam, 
which is south of the Folsom powerhouse, for protection of the fish. 
I am informed with reference to that item, that this is an operation 
which balances out. 

In short, the value of the fish saved is equal to the amount of the 
cost of saving it, but the Government doesn’t make any money on it. 

Now, in my opinion, the amount included is very appropriate for 
each one of those items. The powerhouse at Folsom is being com- 
pleted, and that power is contracted for, which demonstrates the 
wisdom of this committee in bringing that matter along as rapidly 
as it has done. The power is not only sold before the powerhouses 
are in operation, but the purchaser is looking for other sources of 
power at the present time. 

Mr. Fenton. Nimbus is downstream from the Folsom Dam, is it not? 

Mr. Encte. Yes, it is only about 10 miles east of Sacramento. 

As I said before, Mr. Chairman, I regret that no member of this 
committee was able to be present when we had the groundbreaking 
ceremonies on the Sacramento Valley canals, and the Sacramento 
Valley canals are undoubtedly the most popular and unanimously 
steppers single irrigation project ever started in my State. 

Mr. Fenron. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Enate. I wish to say that our people are very grateful for the 
patience and generosity that this committee has shown in handling 
the water problems of California, which stand unchallenged as the 
most serious problems we have in our State. 

Mr. Jensen. I will assure you, Mr. Engle, that the committee will 


give due consideration to the request which you make. 
Mr. Eneote. Thank you very much. 


Tuourspay, Fresrvary 11, 1954. 
Bureau or Mines 
WITNESS 


HON. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Mr. JENSEN. Now we have our colleague, Congressman Aspinall of 
Colorado, who desires to make some statements in connection with the 
Bureau of Mines. 

Mr. AsprnaLt. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to 
be here, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. We are glad to have you, Mr. Aspinall. 

As you know, Congressman Fenton is the chairman of this subeom- 
mittee on all matters pertaining to the Bureau of Mines, and so I will 
turn the hearing over at this time to Congressman Fenton. 

Mr. Fenron. We are very glad to have Mr. Aspinall with us, and 
we will be pleased to have a statement at this time. 

Mr. Asprnauy. I would like to talk to the members of the committee 
for just a moment. I doubt if there is any necessity of trying to in- 
form this committee, which has been so understanding on the partien- 
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lar problem involved, as to the value which I place on the operations 
that have gone on at the Rifle Demonstration Plant for reduction of 
oil shale, and the processing of its various byproducts. 

I understand that the appropriations recommended to Congress 
by the Bureau of the Budget have been materially reduced as far 
as mining operations are concerned, and I believe that perhaps that 
was a wise course to take. 

I visited the plant for one whole day just before I came back to 
Washington, in late November. I went up into the mine, and I 
think that hey have the procedures pretty well in hand as far as 
the mining of the oil shale is concerned. 

Since you gentlemen were there, they have decided on a 2-level 
operation for the 70-foot vein of oil shale, rather than a 3-level opera- 
tion. They have some new machinery, and they are able to move 
oil shale from the place where it is found into their carrying vehicles, 
at a very reasonable cost. 

Now, the matter that I wish to particularly bring to your attention 
at this time is the fact that they have not yet found the answers to the 
problem as far as operating the retort, which they are now using. 

After the authorization of the plant at Rifle, they started with the 
upright retort. First, they set the shale on fire, and the heat generated 
from the fire, burning the shale, brought out the byproducts. 

They found out that their first operations, although undoubtedly 
valuable in reference to their present labors, were not commercially 
feasible. They then went to this new retort, which has, as I under- 
stand it, come to them from the test tube laboratory operations, 
whereby the shale is set on fire and poured continuously into an up- 
right retort and kept in a continuous firing condition from the burn- 
ing of the gases liberated from the shale itself. 

Vhile I was there, they were just beginning a 7-day operation, to 
see how feasible this procedure would be over a given period of time. 
They carried it on for 7 days. They found many “bugs” in the work. 
They are presently at work trying to eliminate the “bugs.” The goal 
that they es in mind, of course, is to be able to operate a retort or 
a battery of retorts in such a fashion that it will fit into the assembly- 
line procedure of production. 

They have not yet been able to remove the “bugs” that are present 
in this operation, and it is still in the research status. They have a 
goal in mind, so that they will either prove it feasible or nonfeasible 
within the next several months, probably within the next year to 
18 months, I would say. 

There is much difference, in my opinion, between the operations that 
are carried on in the laboratory—to find out whether or not a exogren 
is feasible in the first place (to see if the products can be obtained from 


the raw material) and the program which is carried on to reduce the 
material into the quantities necessary to make it a commercially 
feasible program. 

If the results found in the laboratory are correct, and they can 
remove the stated amount of oil from the oil —_ then they are 


within a very few tenths of a percent of commercial production at 
the present time. But at the present time they do not have the final 
answers for large-scale production and they are presently unable to 
advise as to the ultimate values of their present operations. 
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Now, I understand there is a new research procedure that the labora- 
tory in Laramie, and perhaps the one in Pennsylvania, is operating 
on at the present time, which uses fine material. I understand that 
this work is in the test-tube stage of reseach operations. It also uses 
the finest of the material, and only 5 percent of the shale, as it comes 
from the mine, would fit into that sort of an operation. In other 
words, if that is finally found to be the most feasible operation, then 
we will have to powderize all of the oil shale in order to get it into the 
condition where the program will be operative. 

One other thing I wish to call to the attention of this committee is 
that, according to my information, this new theory which is being 
developed in the laboratory would necessitate the use of great quanti- 
ties of water. Just how much water, I don’t know. But you gentle- 
men know that in the area which I represent there is a lack of water; 
water is the most valuable resource that we have. If water is found 
to be necessary for the reduction of shale into its different byproducts, 
then we would be limited, and it is necessary that we have the best 
possible program, using a limited amount of water. 

That is about all I wish to say, unless there are some questions. I 
don’t doubt but what there are some questions because I understand 
that you men, who have kept such close track of this program, in the 
interests of our national security, have been unable to visit in this 
particular area during the last year. 

Mr. Fenton. In the first place, I have always considered the demon- 
stration plant at Rifle one of our finest research programs. 


Mr. Asprnatu. I am glad to hear my colleague say that. 
Mr. Fenton. However, you seem to understand there is a consider- 


able cutback in the appropriations. 

Mr. Asprnaty. That was for the mining operations, Dr. Fenton, 
not for the retort operation. I understand that the retort operation 
has perhaps been approved of more funds than it had heretofore, and 
that the mining > pebactanye up in the mine, had been reduced accord- 
ingly, br permit the research work to take place. Am I not correct 
on that! 

Mr. Fenton. I think, Mr. Aspinall, that we have the same figure 
for mining this coming year as we had for this fiscal year. 

Mr. Asprnatu. That is not in accordance with my understanding. 
Maybe I have been wrongly advised by those in charge, but—— 

Mr. Fenton. On page 31 of the present justifications for 1955, it 
cam adjusted appropriation for this fiscal year. It shows 

,000. 

Mr. Asprnati. But you are not differentiating between the two 
forms of research that are carried on. 

Mr. Fenton. We have a research program here, the same thing as 
last year, $476,800. 

Mr. Asprnaut. I don’t make myself clear yet. At Rifle alone they 
have had two forms of research ; One in the mine, upon the mountain; 
and the other down at the plant, for the retort operations. 

Now, as I understand it, the one on the mountain has been reduced, 
the moneys having been reduced materially, because they have reached 
as closely as they think they can come to the answers. 

Mr. Fenton. We have a processing item here which has been re- 
duced by $130,000. That was from $1,249,104 to $1,119,000. 

Now, that is the only reduction. 
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Mr. Jensen. Of course it is very possible that your information, 
Mr. Aspinall, has come to you from the Bureau of Mines itself, and 
they have indicated they would expend more money at the retort 
plant—that is a greater share of the money, which is herein request- 
ed—than they would up at the mine. 

Mr. Asprnatu. You are correct, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. Out of that amount that they have requested. 

Mr. Asprnatyi. That is correct. 

Mr. Fenton. The mining figure is the same. However, your re- 
search and your proceesing are probably divided between your Laramie 
plant and your Rifle plant. 

Now, I don’t know how the Bureau prorates each place, but the 
figure given to us is only $130,000 less than for this fiscal year. 

Mr. Asprnauv. I am not objecting to the amount that was given to 
you gentlemen, because I think that that is perhaps close to what is 
necessary to carry on. 

I think when you get into it, you will find they intend to spend less 
in the mine because they are closer to the answers there. But they 
would like to continue the operation of the retort. 

Mr. Fenton. That is the only mine that is doing the operations? 

Mr. It should be. 

Mr. Fenton. Well, it is the same figure here. 

Mr. Asprnati. Maye they are expecting to mine for some other 
operations some place, either private or otherwise, and they will be 
repaid for some of that. You know, they are delivering some of the 
nine products to other research operations. 

Mr. Fenton. Of course it is in the budget, the figures for the oil 
shale program. And we are not scientists on this committee, but 
when you have scientists from the same bureau saying which process 
is the best, it is rather confusing to us. 

Mr. Asprnaty, It is confusing to me, too. 

Mr. Fenton. One group of scientists say the Rifle method is 10 
years obsolete, from what they are now trying to do, and we fellows 
on this side of the table are wondering. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Of course, my only answer to that, if I understand 
correctly what is involved, is that one group has to do with test tube 
operations, and the other group has to do with those operations of 
research for modern assembly line production. 

Mr. Fenton. I think it has gone beyond the test-tube period. 

Mr. Asprnaty. T can tell you this, Dr. Fenton, and I will be per- 
fectly frank, that if it take a million acre-feet of water to do the job, 
for the ultimate that will be required in that area, we won’t have the 
water. 

Mr. Fenton. I can see that. Of course, they didn’t tell us all of the 
procedures. 

But, nevertheless, the budget calls for that amount of money for 
Rifle. 

Mr. Asprnatt, Well, that is fine. I just wanted to come over and 
speak to you gentlemen and try to answer any questions you might 
have, because it has been my privilege to be the last Member of Con- 
gress visiting the operation. I went there with the thought of study- 
ing first hand an installation in my district that may in the not)too 
distant future prove most valuable in the interests of our national 
security. 
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Mr. Norrewy. I would like to say that I am glad to have you come 
before us, and if anybody can take care of his district, you can. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you very much, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asptnacy. Thank you, gentlemen. 


Tuurspay, Fesruary 11, 1954. 
Fisu AND WiLpLire SERVICE 
WITNESS 


HON. HOMER THORNBERRY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Thornberry, we are glad to have you with us. 

Mr. Tuornserry. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Homer Thornberry. I am a Member of the House from the 
10th District of Texas. 

I am here to talk to you about the United States Fish Cultural Sta- 
tion, at Burnet, Tex., right near Ink’s Lake. Of course in our coun- 
try we call them fish hatcheries. My purpose in talking to you today, 
is that in the last few years, each year I have visited this great High- 
land Lake area; I have talked to the people at Burnet about the fish 
hatchery. They tell me it is running down because of lack of repairs 
and improvements. And each time I call the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice here, they tell me they agree with me, that it is in need of repairs 
and improvements, but that they have been limited in funds. So I 
have no other recourse, except to come here and talk to you. 

I might say it serves the six largest lakes in Texas. Now, of course, 
we don’t ask for an excessive amount of money, but I just want to see 
the investment which the taxpayers already have in a vital and useful 
conservation operation protected. 

Mr. Jensen. How much will it be? 

Mr. Tuornperry. The chamber of commerce has presented me with 
a summary, and I would like to leave that for the record. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


An estimate of funds required for improvement and rehabilitation of present 
facilities at the Burnet, Tex. Fish Cultural Station (including additional oper- 
ating costs) 


Repair existing ponds, application of a clay seal and compacting 10 acres 
of pond bottoms, repair pond dykes, install outlet structures, and sub- 
divide large ponds to permit proper management, construct earthen 
raceway and pool, engineering 

Repair and replace pond water supply and drainage lines including low- 
ering the upper end of the supply line and extension of line through 
Ink’s Dam, install 800 feet of 6-inch line to pond 14, replace drain 
lines, reinfotce spillway at river bank, engineering 

Construct 2-residences with garages, provide domestic water well, pipe- 
lines and sewage system, repair fences and roads,, landscaping 


Total improvement and rehabilitation program 99, 680 


1Pond 14 is supplied water from pond 12. This causes dilution of fertilizer in pond 12 
and production has been consistently low. It aiso makes the draining and filling of the 
2 ponds unwieldy ; the ponds should be operated independent of each other. 


42590—54—pt. 2 39 


$34, 000 
21, 180 
44, 500 


1340) 


OPERATIONS 


A total of at least $6,000 per year should be provided for operations and 
maintenance. Additional funds should be provided for one fish culturist GS-—. 
President operating allotment is $2,800. 

Present operation and maintenance allotment $2, 800 
Additional needed 3, 200 


3, 410 
EXPANDED PROGRAM 


Water and land is available for the enlargement of the Burnet, Tex., Fish 
Cultural Station. If, after complete rehabilitation and improvement of present 
facilities is completed, it is determined that new and additional facilities should 
be provided for further increased fish production, such action can be accom- 
plished if funds are provided. Approximately 5 acres remain on the south end 
of the station which can be developed into additional ponds. The water supply 
from Ink’s Lake is sufficient to supply these ponds. Additional water supply 
and drain lines will be required, as well as additional personnel and operating 
expense. Before additional new construction could be made use of, it would 
be necessary to make the improvements mentioned previously in the improve- 
ments and rehabilitation program which amounted to $99,680. 


Funds required for new construction* 


5 acres of ponds at $4,000 per acre_ Li 

800 feet 6-inch transite water supply line at $4.50 per foot 
1000 feet 10-inch tile drain line at $6.50 per foot 
1 additional residence, 3 bedrooms 


Total 
Additional operating personnel and operating expense required if new fa- 
cilities are provided : 


1 fish culturist, grade GS-2 $2, 750 
Additional operating expense 1, 500 


1 Engineering included. 


Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Norretx. I would like to ask a question: Do you think the 
minimum you have to have is $5,000? 

Mr. THornperry. The figures furnished here are what the Burnet 
Chamber of Commerce says is necessary to get started, the absolute 
minimum. 

Mr. Jensen. By the way, here is an item in the budget of $16,250, 
for Ink’s Dam. 

Mr. THornserry. That must be it. 

Mr. Jensen. It might be just personnel. We will find out what 
that is for. 

Now, in the event there is no construction money in that request, this 
committee will take another look at it. 

Mr. THornzerry. That is all I ask the committee to do. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Thornberry. ‘ 

Mr. THorneerry. And I would like to include a further statement 

repared by the officers and directors of the Burnet Chamber of 
ommerce in the record. 


$20, 000 4 
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(The statement referred to follows :) 


REHABILITATION OF THE UNITED STATES FisH CULTURAL STATION AT BURNET, TEX. 


The United States Fish Cultural Station located below Ink’s Lake near 
Burnet, Tex., serves a 13-county area, which includes 6 of Texas’ largest lakes: 
Buchanan, Ink’s, Granite Shoals, Marble Falls, Lake Waco, and approximately 
one-third of Lake Travis. Two more large reservoirs at Whitney and Belton 
are now under construction and will require fish for stocking under completion. 

The Highland Lakes area is becoming one of the most popular vacation resorts 
in the State, with more visitors and fishermen each year. The State parks board 
has announced plans to build a million-dollar hotel and resort on Ink’s Lake, 
just 3 miles from the station, Fishing camps and tourist courts cover practically 
the entire shoreline from Buchanan Dam to Black Rock Park, approximately 
a 5-mile front, and new ones are built every year. Development on the new 
Granite Shoals and Marble Falls Lakes has just begun. This development is 
evident that the fishing pressure is increasing steadily. 

Numerous farm ponds have been built in the distribution area by private 
individuals with the assistance of the SCS and PMA. Upon completion of their 
ponds, a large portion of these owners immediately sent in applications for fish. 
The number of applications for fish increases each year with the acres of new 
water being created. When the present period of drought in Texas ends, we cam 
expect an increase in the number of applications from all counties. 


Tuourspay, Fresruary 11, 1954. 


Cotumeta River Bastn Irrigation Prosecr 
WITNESS 


HON. WALT HORAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Jensen. We are happy to have you with us, Mr. Horan. 

Mr. Horan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am grateful for this 
opportunity to appear before the Interior Appropriations Subcom- 
mittee of the House of Representatives on behalf of an increased grant 
of funds for the Columbia River Basin irrigation project in the State 
of Washington. Although this great project is not located in my 
district, but in the of < arse district of my colleague from the 
State of Washington, the Honorable Hal Holmes, I feel a dee 
rersonal interest in its orderly development, as do most of the people 
of the eastern half of the State of Washington. 

The Columbia River Basin Commission of the State of Washing- 
ton, the counties, and municipalities of the project area have for 
years — their participation in the development of the area to a 
rate of development approximating that which has prevailed in the 
past. They have obligated themselves for schools, highways, and 
other facilities in anticipation of a continuation of that rate of de- 
velopment. The action of the Bureau of the Budget in approving 
only $8,600,000 in new money for the project for fiscal 1955, as com- 

ared with previous appropriations of $18 million, is bound to result 
in many local disruptions if approved by the Interior Appropriations 
Subcommittee. Also, a decrease of this magnitude will most certainly 
have the effect of increasing the costs of the Bureau of Reclamation, 
in view of the lower volume of construction contemplated. 
_ A cut of the proportions indicated by the Bureau of the Budget 
1s uneconomic and unreasonable, and it is my sincere hope that you 
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gentlemen of the Interior Appropriations Subecommitee will give 
ost serious consideration to providing funds substantially in keeping 
with those allowed in past years for the continued development of this 
great project. 

Now, it seems to me the budget has cut the appropriation for the 
continued work on the Columbia Basin a little too strongly, because 
it is reducing the tempo of that development rather abruptly. The 
communities out there have, in some ways, contracted for their own 
investments, along with it, and we would like to see some adjustment 
made in the moneys for the Columbia River Basin. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, you know that the Department has asked 
for a supplemental budget for the Columbia River Basin. 

Mr. Horan. I wasn’t aware of that. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say that came about because this committee 
felt exactly as you did, Mr. Horan. You had spoken to us about it, 
and we recognized the fact and mentioned it to the Bureau of Reclam- 
ation, and they felt exactly as you feel, and as the members of this 
committee feel. 

So, they made a supplemental request for quite a substantial amount 
jot a few days ago. It hasn’t even gotten to the committee yet, but 

am sure the budget is going to approve it. 

Mr. Horan. That is all I am interested in. 

Mr. Jensen. I know you will be glad to know that. 

Mr. Horan. That is right. I was going to urge the committee to 
make a study of the economics of the matter, because the budget figure 
here is a little low. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Horan. 

( Discussion off the record.) 


BonNEVILLE Power ADMINISTRATION GRID SystEM 


Mr. Horan. In order to adequately maintain and properly operate 
the Bonneville Power Administration transmission system, that agency 
is requesting, in its 1955 fiscal year budget, an increase of $596,000 
over last year for its “Operation and maintenance” appropriation. 
The increase requested is to provide for the operation and maintenance 
of additional facilities whieh are being added to the Federal system. 
In reviewing this request, the following comparison is extremely 
significant: 


Fiscal year 1953 | Fiscal year 1954 | Fiscal year 1955 


Operation and maintenance appropriation - ___.._. $6, 600, 000 000 

Valne of plant in service! $246, 020, 649 son 000 Son 

Miles of transmission lines !__............-.......- 5, 154 | 5, 732 6,208 

Number of substations '-.. .....-..-.---.-.--..-.- 145 157 167 
1 End of fiscal year. 


The “ppations and Management” request for 1955 is the same 
amount which was appropriated by the Congress in 1953 while the 
physical facilities which need. to be operated and maintained are in- 
creasing appreciably. The inerease of $596,000 over 1954’s actual ap- 
propriation of $6,004,000 is, therefore, a modest one when one ¢on- 
siders that the plant investment will have increased by 10 percent: with 
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the addition of almost 500 miles of transmission lines and 10 new sub- 
stations in the one year. More significantly, the same amount of funds 
in 1955 as were appropriated in 1953 will have to operate and main- 
tain a plant investment increase of 31 percent with the addition of 
over 1,000 miles of transmission lines and 22 new substations in the 
2 years. 

1 very strongly urge that this request be allowed in full in order that 
the Bonneville Power Administration grid, which is so important to 
the daily activities of the people in the Pacific Northwest, can deliver 
power to the load centers on a continuous basis. At the same time, 
adequate operations and management funds will protect the Federal 
Government’s investment and assure maximum revenues from the sale 
of power. 


Tuurspay, Fresruary 11, 1954. 
CoLorapo-Big TuHompson Prosecr 


WITNESS 


HON. WILLIAM S§S. HILL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Mr. JeNsEN. I am sure the entire committee feels gratified to have 
our good, able colleague from Colorado here today, who always fights 
for the things that are fine and big and good for his great State. 

Mr. Hitt. Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on 
Appropriations for the Interior Department, and especially for Rec- 
lamation, I will just say a few words, and then, if you wish to ask 
me any questions, I shall be glad to answer them. 

My appearance this afternoon, of course, is concerning the appro- 
priation for the Colorado-Big Thompson project. The figures indi- 
cate that it is between 93 percent to 97 percent completed. In other 
words, we are on our last lap. 

I can give you in just a few words what we would like to see this 
committee do, realizing as I do that the Budget Bureau has recom- 
mended, as I recall, $750,000 for this year. But the truth of the 
matter is, that is just a million dollars short. And, knowing the 
administration leaders, and this subcommittee, I am fearful that you 
will write down $750,000 and forget the fact that we are on the last 
lap, and that about $4 million more will complete the project. 

I notice one particular thing that I am proud of in this project: 
In 1953 we had a very severe drought, but A aati h the fine operation 
of the Colorado-Big Thompson, thus far completed, we delivered to the 
eastern slope through the tunnel—and you gentlemen have visited that 
area and know what I mean by an 8-mile tunnel through the Conti- 
nental Davide—178,000 acre-feet of water this last season, and it 
saved the crops in that whole irrigated area, because it furnished us 
supplementary water for the last irrigation necessary for good cutting 
of alfalfa hay and beets and potatoes, etc. 

So it was fortunate that we had water coming through that tunnel, 
and the 178,000 acre-feet simply means that water 1 foot deep over 
that number of acres would be quite a rain. And we are glad the 
project was so far along. 
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Another word I would like to say—and I hesitate to advertise it—is 
that the weather looks more dry up in the mountain watersheds than 
in any year I can recall. Our moisture has been absolutely nothing 
in part of our area, no rain or snow. High in the mountains there 
is some moisture, but only 60 to 70 percent normal. 

Mr. Norretx. Is there any way that you can keep that water there, 
and not let it run down to the Arkansas River? 

Mr. Huw. You are talking about the Arkansas River, and that 
is down in Mr, Chenoweth’s district. This is the South Platte I am 
talking about; the Arkansas is down in the southern part of Colorado, 

Mr. Norreii. Does any of that water from the Colorado-Big 
Thompson go into the Arkansas River? 

Mr. Hu. No. It goes through Nebraska, and goes into either the 
Missouri or the Kansas River. 

Now off the record, 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. On the record. 

I am glad to report to you, Mr. Hill, that when the Bureau of Recla- 
mation officials were before this committee a few days ago, they went 
into detail in explaining the progress which has been made on the 
Colorado-Big Thompson project, and they explained to us that it was 
nearing completion. 

However, they are requesting this year $23,000, to be used in the next 
fiscal year, for engineering and planning for the last power dam on 
the project, which is to cost an estimated $1,475,000. Now, that is in 
addition to the $750,000 which they are asking—I am mistaken on 
that. The $23,000 is included in the $750,000. 

Mr. Huw. I thought that was right. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. JeNsEN. I must say, in all fairness and truthfulness, that this 
committee has always been quite liberal in appropriating funds for 
a project that has reached the completion stage so nearly as this project 
has at the present time. 

Just what the committee will do, of course, Mr. Hill, we can’t say 
today, but we will certainly give your request a lot of consideration. 

Mr. Hr. I might say in closing, Mr. Chairman, that this com- 
mittee has always been excellent. T have appeared before no com- 
mittee where I felt I had better reception than before this great 
committee. 

Mr. Jensen. You have such a convincing manner. If everybod 
that came before this committee was as convincing as you are, I thin 
we might spend too much money. 

Mr. Huu. Thank you for those kind words. 

But here is the sticker: You are not saving the taxpayers any 
money by holding us back because of lack of funds for contracting 
work, because the sooner we have this finished, the quicker we will 
start paving the money back. 

This last powerplant should be finished quickly, and then we will 
start getting more money immediately. And if we can bring over 
300,000 acre-feet of water, you can see what it means in income from 
the higher taxes that will be collected, both State and National, 
because of the good crops. 
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Mr. Jensen. Yes. This project will not start bringing in the 
full amount of revenue that it is capable of doing until the job is 
completed. 

r. Hm. And if you hold money back this year, of course, it means 
that instead of finishing it all up in 1955 or early 1956, we will be 
going into 1957. 

Really and truly, I am — from the standpoint of economy. 
I felt we should not be held back because of lack of funds, and we 
should do this contract work while we have the opportunity. 

I would like to add that if we should happen to head into some 

uieter times, here is a project that we could put the pressure on and 
finish it up quickly. 

I think we should keep those things in mind, because none of us can 
tell what might happen. 

I would eres it if you would give consideration to adding $1 
million, which would give us $1,750,000. And I will assure you that 
the way the Bureau oF Reclamation is operating in our area, that all 
the funds you have been giving them and are giving them will be used 
to the greatest advantage possible. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Hill. 


Monpay, 15, 1954. 
Rio Granpe Prosgecr 


WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN J. DEMPSEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

JOHN PATRICK MURPHY, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, MIDDLE RIO 
GRANDE FLOOD CONTROL ASSOCIATION, ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEX. 


Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have with us this morning our good 
colleague from New Mexico, Hon. John J. Dempsey, who has lived 
in New Mexico for many, many years and is well acquainted with 
the problems of the Rio Grande. 

Mr. Dempsey, we are very glad to have you with us. We know a 
great deal about the valley, but we wanted to know more. 

Mr. Dempsey. I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. We are now 
suffering most acutely out in that area, but there never has been a 
time when we have had an ample supply of water. While statements 
have been made that it is a semi-arid area, the fact now is that we are 
getting far beyond that. We probably have less favorable outlook 
for moisture in New Mexico than we have had for many, many years. 
There is less water in the reservoirs. The main trouble is the result 
of conditions existing on the Rio Grande which we have been trying 
to get cleared up so that when the water does come down, it will 
remain there in such shape that it can be used beneficially, instead 
of being wasted in the swamplands. 

The Congress in 1949—the 80th Congress—made the first appro- 
priation under the comprehensive program for the Rio Grande au- 
thorized by the Flood Control Act of 1948. Both President’s since 
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that time have been very much concerned about the Rio Grande, but 
the Director of the Budget apparently does not recognize that, con- 
cern enough to make recommendations for sufficient appropriations 
so that the work can be carried on economically or effectively. Noth- 
en going to cure the situation exeept sufficient funds to do the job. 

his year the engineers and officials in charge recommended a total 
of $3,061,000 as necessary for the various types of work which would 
have completed the program at Albuquerque, whether it is carried on 
by the Army engineers or the Bureau of Reclamation. The Bureau 
of the Budget cut that to $1,221,000. Now the Department has asked 
for a reconsideration to provide at least. $1,400,000 additional either 
in an emergency appropriation or a supplemental budget. 

All of my life I have been associated with construction work. I do 
not know how much you gentlemen have been engaged in that work, 
but if you have, you om that the quicker you can build and get the 
work completed, the less it is going to cost. That applies to any kind 
of construction—I do not care where or what it is—in order to reduce 
the overhead costs and get the job done. And that is true in this area; 
we cannot complete the job unless we can get the money that we need. 
In the long run, it will result in greater economy if it is made avail- 
able now. 

We are not asking for any work to be done that has not already been 
authorized by the Congress. The work has been going on down there 
for several years, but we get only three hundred or four hundred thou- 
sand dollars of the total amount set up by the Congress. I may add 
that the 80th Congress recognized this need. That was a Republican 
Congress. The Members of that Congress gave us the largest authori- 
zation for the program that had been given up to that time because 
they es ized the need for going on with the work and getting it 
completed. 

I have before me a list of the various needs. You, Mr. Chairman, 
probably know more about this than I do, inasmuch as you have been 
down there, and you have a brother living right near Albuquerque. 
He has lived there for a great many years, and he knows all about the 
Rio Grande; because he is in the farming business, and he knows the 
conditions in that area. Not too many years ago, we had some eight or 
nine thousand individual farmers lose out under foreclosure because 
of the burden they had to assume on the Elephant Butte Dam con- 
struction project to get water. There is nothing that reverts so rapidly 
as irrigated farms to waste desert land when the farmers are unable 
to get water. All they can do is give up the fight for survival. 

do not want, to take up too much of you gentlemen’s time, and T 
know that we all want to do everything we can to balance the budget. 
T am for that, but when you balance the budget at a cost of more dol- 
lars that is not good balancing practice. 

We are going to get, in addition to what we had, T think, $1,221,000 
for this work, for the various items, and I would like to submit this 
list for the use of the committee if you would like to have it, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, we would like to have that list in the record. 

Mr. Dempsey. That is from the engineers who say that if we could 
get the amount of money requested we could complete this necessary 
work next year and he through with it. 
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Mr. JENSEN. This will be included in the record if there is no 
objection. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


Middle Rio Grande project program 


Budget Optimam 
request allowance program 


El Vado storage dam . $200, 000 
Diversion Dam ({sleta only) ‘ 297, 350, 000 
Canals 04, 610, 000 


Channelization San Marcial Division 

Channelization Mid Valley Division 

Channel access facilities _- 

General property (operation and maintenance equipment) ___- 


Total cost program | 1, 244, 000 
Less, unliquidated obligations and adjustment net 23, 000 23, 000 


Fund requirement 2, 630, 000 | 1, 221, 000 | 


! This increase due to precarious condition of Isleta Dam as revealed after departmental request went 
forward to budget. 


Mr. Jensen. This committee, as you well know, has always leaned 
over backward in helping the Rio Grande situation. In fact, as you 
know, this committee has gone above the budget on several occasions. 

Mr. Demesey. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. Because we know of the terrible situation that exists, 
and it is just as you have been describing it. Do I understand that 
there is going to be a supplemental request submitted to the Congress ¢ 

Mr. Dempsey. I do not know. ‘The budget has not yet acted on it, 
so far as I know. 

Mr. Jensen. It has not ? 

Mr. Dempsey. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Jensen. I can assure you that this committee will give your 
request full consideration, because we know you have stated the facts 
as they are, as you always have done, and we hope, of course, that the 
budget will recommend an additional appropriation just as you have 
suggested. And when I say that I hope the budget will recommend 
more money than has heretofore been in the bill, I am sticking my 
neck out in order to get this thing done, because you know I am not 
considered one of the individuals who recommends increases. 

Mr. Dempsry. And you never have been. 

Mr. Jensen. But I do want to spend the money appropriated on 
the recommendation of this committee in places where it is most needed 
and most justified, and certainly the Rio Grande needs additional 
money like no other river in this Nation; the Rio Grande Valley has 
been neglected to a far greater degree than any other river valley in 
America. 

You can be assured that the committee will look with favor on any 
modest request, such as you have made, for funds. 

We are pleased to have you with us, Congressman Dempsey, and 
that you also have with you Mr. John Murphy. 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. I also understand that you have another committee 
meeting, on a very important matter. — 

Mr. Demesry. On roads; yes. 


ul 112, 000 92, 000 

1, 907, 000 304, 000 2, 000, 000 

31, 000 31, 000 31, 000 

100, 000 136, 000 136, 000 

| 100, 000 24, 000 100, 000 

| 3, 662, 000 

41, 000 


1348 


Mr. Jensen. Which you want to attend. 
Mr. Dempsey. Yes; it is for the authorization of funds under the 
McGregor bill. 

Mr. Jensen. For our public road system, and that you are anxious 
to get to that important meeting. 

r. Dempsey. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. We all know how important good roads are, and we 
want to be sure that you have the opportunity to be there. 

Mr. Dempsey. Thank you. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Murphy, do you have a statement you would like 
to make to the committee ? 

Mr. Murpny. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. We will be very glad to hear you. 

Mr. Mourreny. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the 
record, my name is John Patrick Murphy, and I am executive secre- 
tary of the Middle Rio Grande Flood Control Association. TI have 
been authorized by the board of directors of this association to appear 
on their behalf and present their views in support of the Bureau 
of Reclamation program for continuation of the work on the Rio 
Grande project. 

This project was authorized for appropriations in 1948. How- 
ever, the Budget Bureau wrongly classified us as a new start, instead 
of a rehabilitation and water-salvaging program. Therefore, noth- 
ing was recommended for us in the budget for the reclamation phase 
of our project. 

Finally, in fiscal year 1954, this very committee, before whom I am 
appearing today, recognized that our project was not a new start, 
and followed through on their convietions by appropriating funds 
with which to start construction work on our long-delayed rehabili- 
tation program. 

This year the Budget Bureau acknowledged us as a continuing 
project, but we are surprised and very much disappointed in the 
recommendation of only $1,221,000 with which to continue on this 
important project that is so vital and essential to the economic life 
of the Middle Rio Grande Valley. 

In my work I am in almost daily contact with the engineers in 
the field for the Bureau of Reclamation, and also the chief engineer 
of the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District is a member of our 
executive committee, so I know whereof I speak when I say that 
it is the opinion of those engineers, after careful study, that they 
should have $3,662,000 for fiscal year 1955. This amount would enable 
them to proceed in an efficient manner, and maintain the schedule of 
work that they feel should be accomplished this coming year. They 
have the trained personnel to carry out this program, and they know 
full well the value of this precious water boing wasted through lack 
of sufficient appropriations. New Mexico is now in its 10th year 
of a continuous, prolonged drought, and conditions in the Middle 
Rio Grande Valley are rapidly worsening. It must be realized that 
during this critical period of water shortage the people in the State 
are disturbed and worried over the length of time it is taking to do 
an essential and urgently needed job. 

Also, they are impatient because of the fact that continuous cur- 
tailment of the funds for this project are resulting in constantly 
increasing costs. This, added to the ever-increasing loss of their 
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precious water, creates a situation in their minds which is bad, to say 
the least. 

However, we are not here to quarrel with the President’s program ; 
we merely bring this point up to emphasize that the proposed pro- 
gram of only $1,221,000 is a minimum program. — 

We are also cognizant of the fact that this committee in the past has 
been very understanding and most gracious. For this we are deeply 
grateful, and in our appearance here today we feel we are discussing 
our problems with sympathetic friends who will help us if it is at all 

ossible. 

R As you know, the Bureau of Reclamation’s program is definitely 
tied in with the Army’s program. Either program is incomplete 
without the other and both should go forward in step, which has not 
been the case to date. The Army received its first construction money 
in fiseal year 1950, but the Bureau of Reclamation only received its 
first construction money in fiscal year 1954. : 

The Middle Rio Grande project will accomplish the following pri- 
mary objectives: 

3 Furnish flood protection and sediment control. 

2) Provide adequate drainage. 

(3) Rehabilitate the irrigation system. 

(4) Salvage water that is now going to waste. 

The Army is well along with its program. They have completed 
construction of Jemez Dam and Reservoir. They are well advanced 
in the construction of essential new levees and the improvement of 
existing levees. And next fiscal year they will start construction on the 
Chamita and Abiquiu Dams. 

The Bureau of Reclamation’s portion of the plan includes the recti- 
fication of the river channel and degradation measures. However, 
the Bureau of Reclamation has not been able to prosecute its part of the 
program adequately because of its lack of funds. 

Corrective work to the existing drainage system should be expedited. 
This program should be accelerated because of the continued aggrada- 
tion of the riverbed which has caused water to extend up the drain 
outlets and has resulted in the reduction in drain velocities and the 
os of sediment in those reaches. 

zack of drain maintenance on the entire system has had other re- 
sultant bad effects such as the growth of water woods, brush, and trees 
and the silting up of the drainage and the reduction of their original 
constructed depth. All of these conditions have tended to increase 
the water table level and consequently increased losses of precious 
water, as well as losses in the productiveness of the land. 

Perhaps the most important feature of the program in the way of 
obtaining maximum immediate effects, lies in the field of water salvage. 
The water-supply demand in the middle Rio Grande Valley is bad and 
getting worse. 

The Rio Grande Interstate Compact, divides the river flow between 
the States of Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas. Because of the high- 
water losses which have developed throughout the middle valley, New 
Mexico can no longer meet its commitments under the compact. In 
other words, New Mexico now owes Texas over 400,000 acre-feet of 
water. 
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The only means by which the debit situation can be alleviated is 
through saving of water now being lost by nonbeneficial evaporation 
and transpiration due to poor drainage conditions within the project 
lands and along the river channel. 

The plan provides for the accomplishment of this through rehabili- 
tation and extension of the project drainage system and the rectifica- 
tion and degradation of the river channel. 

The agreement between the Corps of Engineers and Bureau of 
Reclamation recognizes this work to be the responsibility of the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation. The urgency of the water-saving program neces- 
sitates the accomplishment of every measure which will insure eco- 
nomical water salvage. 

In view of the critical water shortage in the middle Rio Grande 
Valley, it is imperative that this program be pushed to the maximum. 
The amount provided in the budget for this work is not adequate for 
the most efficient rate of progress in water salvage or in keeping with 
sound economics. 

It is the studied judgment of those best qualified to know, that the 
effective program, consistent with good engineering and management, 
should amount to $3,662,000. This would provide significant savings 
of our precious water. 

The desirable program for fiscal year 1955, of drainage and canal 
reconstruction whieh would be accomplished by increased appropria- 
tions, most definitely would be a great relief to the people both above 
and below Elephant Butte Dam. 

We urgently request that you provide the maximum amount of 
funds for this just cause. 

On behalf of the 400,000 splendid, but anxious people whom I rep- 
resent, I want to say that we appreciate very much this opportunity 
to appear before your committee, and sincerely hope you will see 
fit to increase this appropriation to the maximum. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Murphy, as you know, I visited the Isleta Diver- 
sion Dam last December when I made a tour of the projects of the 
West. You have requested funds for the repair of that Dam. The 
dam is sinking in one stretch, and the reservoir is also silting up. 

Mr. Murrny. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. How much money have you requested for that 
purpose 

Mr. Murrny. $200,000. 

Mr. Jensen. $200,000? 

Mr. Murreny. Not for the diversion dam; $350,000 was requested 
but not that much recommended. 

Mr. Jensen. For the diversion dam, Isleta Dam, $297,000 is the 
Budget allowance, according to the budget statement. 

Mr. Morrny. The budget allowed $297,000, but the request was 
$350,000. 

Mr. Jensen. For Elvado Storage Dam, $76,000 is in the budget. 

For the diversion dam, Isleta only $297,000. 

For canals, $194,000. 

For laterals, $92,000, 

For drains, $394,000. 

For channelization, San Marcial Division, $31,000. 

Channelization, Mid-Valley Division, $136,000. 

Channel access facilities, $24,000. 
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That makes the total Budget allowance of $1,244,000 which is the 
amount the Budget has recommended for the Rio Grande project. 

Mr, Mourpuy. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. In addition to that, you are making a further request. 

Mr. Murpny. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Would you state for the record, Mr. Murphy, what 
you would do with the extra money that you are asking us to 
appropriate ¢ 

Mr. Mvurpny. For the Elvado Dam, the engineers would like to 
have $200,000. 

Mr. Jensen. I understood you had $297,000. 

Mr. Murpuy. No. 

Mr. JENSEN. That was not the Elvado Dam. It had $76,000. 

Mr. Mureuy. Yes. The Isleta diversion dam cost $350,000. The 
budget cut that to $297,000. 

For the canal work which is very, very important, they ask for 
$610,000 ; that was cut to $194,000. 

Mr. Jensen. Will that provide for the additional canals to take the 
water to the farms and for the repair and maintenance ¢ 

Mr. Morenuy. That is not all repair and maintenance, but the canals 
are adequate for only partial irrigation, and the loss of water there is 
terrific because when they get through with the water they dump it 
back out in the meandering river, with hot sands and maybe the 
stream runs on the other side and meanders all around, and the water 
that comes out into the river bed is lost and we have lost that water 
forever. 

What we want to do is to connect all of those canals and to keep the 
water so it can be used, so that we can get the maximum use of it. 

Mr. JENSEN. As I see it, without these canals, the situation is that 
you simply cannot get the water on the farms. 

Mr. Moreny. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. Which is so badly needed. 

Mr. Morey. That is right. And then on the drains, they ask for 
$2 million and that was cut to $394,000. 

Mr. Jensen. That is to drain the Jands that are so wet in certain 
spots and certain areas that. they cannot be cultivated ? 

Mr. Morpny. That is right. 

Mr. JeNsen. How would they do that draining; would it be done 
by ditches or would it be drained with dikes? 

Mr. Murrpny. No; they are ditched and drained and also they use 
a method of clearing up, get in there and cut out the salt cedars, brush, 
and stuff of that kind. It is quite a costly operation, but it is one that 
is desperately needed because there is a big salvage possibility there 
for water. 

Mr. JensEN. Where would the water go through the drains? 

Mr. Murpny. We can bring that water back into the canals and 
use it and then send it on, because it has a value, and we can send it on 
down the river to the Elephant Butte Reservoir where we really need 
the water, because we owe Texas some 400,000 acre-feet now and there 
are only 135,000 acre-feet. in that reservoir at this time. 

Mr. Jensen. I see. What is the next item? 

Mr. Murrny. The next item would be the channel access facilities 
there. They asked for $100,000 and the budget recommended $24,000. 
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That is to build a little bridge and things over the canal, so we can work 
from both sides, and it would just it a more efficient operation 
for the canals. 

Mr. Jensen. Also to make it possible for farmers to get from one 
side of the land to the other. 

Mr. Murpny. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Do the farmers build many of those places themselves / 

Mr. Murruy. They might, but this would call for bridges substan- 
tial enough to carry heavy equipment from one side to the other. 

Mr. Jensen. I see. 

Mr. Murpny. Big draglines which have to be carried now for 
miles and miles to get from one side to the other. 

Mr. Jensen. And without that type of bridge, of course, it is going 
to cost the farmers a great deal because they cannot get the big heavy 
equipment from one location to the other. 

Mr. Moureny. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. And they have to do that in order to get the job done. 

Mr. Morpuy. That is right. 

Mr. JensEN. Very well. Any questions, Mr. Norrell? 

Mr. Norrety. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Murpuy. I have a pretty full statement covering all of these 
figures if you would like to have it, which would not necessarily have 
to be made a part of the record, but it would be available if you would 
like to study it. 

Mr. Jensen. Just leave it for the committee’s use, and in making up 
the bill, if we are not completely informed on some other requests, we 
“F turn to the paragraph of your statement and find the explanation 
of it. 

Mr. Murpny. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you very much, Mr. Murphy. It has been a 
pleasure to have you before the committee and you may be sure that 
this committee will give the fullest consideration to your request. 

Mr. Murpuy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Monpay Fersrvary 15, 1954. 
Repvusuican River 


WITNESSES 


HON. CARL T. CURTIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 

CLYDE 8S. PAINE, CHAIRMAN, FRENCHMAN-CAMBRIDGE IRRIGA- 
TION DISTRICT, EDISON, NEBR. 

M. 0. RYAN 

WILLIAM WELCH 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Curtis, the committee is very, pleased to have you 
thi 


with us. We know of your great interest in this area and some of 
the problems that you have had to deal with for many years. I think 
you will admit that the committee has been quite fair with you. You 
are a convincing person; when you come before the committee, the 
first thing we know, we do exactly what you want us to do. I am 
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not making any promises that we are going to do that today, but 
= are always wil i ng to take into consideration any requests you may 
make. 

Mr. Curtis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That compels me to read 
verbatim very briefly just a few lines from a statement I had made, 
and here is what I oi 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the committee for the opportunity 
to appear in reference to appropriations for construction work by the 
Bureau of Reclamation in the Republican River Valley. We have 
had considerable construction going on in the Republican Valley. We 
want to express again our gratitude to this committee for the con- 
sideration they have given us in the past. It is an area that has re- 
peatedly suffered from severe floods, resulting in the loss of many 
lives and the damage of much very valuable property. In addition, 
it is an area where we need supplemental irrigation. Therefore, this 
river development is highly important to the entire economy of south- 
west N 

We are extremely anxious that this river development be completed 
at an early date. This will shorten the time that the overhead ex- 
pense will have to be carried. It will hasten the day when water 
can be put to use. We are very disturbed over the drought situation. 
It was bad in many places in our area last year. It is still threaten- 
ing. I visited 1 community where they had had 2 inches of rain in 
2 years. Itisa small area, but it is threatened. The lack of rainfall 
is acute and we urge the completion of these irrigation projects at 
the earliest possible time. I am convinced that the most economical 
wage proceed is to grant the full amount requested by the Bureau 
of lamation. It was not allowed, however, by the Bureau of the 


Budget. 


FRENCHMAN-CAMBRIDGE IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Chairman, I am appearing at this particular time in respect to 
the Frenchman-Cambridge Irrigation District. ‘Tomorrow IL will be 
here with respect to the Bostwick district. 

Here is a map, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry I only have but the one. 

You have provided the money for the three dams that are already 
completed. You provided the money for the Trenton Dam. That is 
complete and is located on the Republican Rivez just above Trenton. 
ino provided the money for the Enders Dam on Frenchman 

eek. 

You also provided the money for the Cambridge Dam, and here is 
the Harry Strunk Lake indicated on this map. 

Those are all built, because of the terrific floods down through the 
valley over the years. 

We are also interested in the distribution of water for irrigation. 

If the amount which the Bureau of the Budget has allowed, of 
which about $1 million is granted, it will not earry out the work that 
ought to be done this year. 

ow, in excess of the $30 million which have already been spent on 
these three dams, several millions of dollars have already been spent 
on the levees. 

The districts have been organized; the farmers have had to pay and 
we are very near completion. Now, for that reason, we need an appro- 
priation of about $2.3 million, and I urge this full appropriation. 
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This money is needed to complete whatever needs to be done in the 
construction of the Cambridge canals and laterals, the Bartley canals 
and laterals, the Meeker-Driftwood and Frenchman units, the Red 
Willow diversion dam canal and laterals, and other related works. | 

This territory has suffered badly from floods and that was one of 
the compelling reasons for building the dams. It is an area that 
peirmergs” A suffers from drought. The last 2 years have been. most 
severe. I hope it is not true, but we may be facing a very dry year. 
It is in the interest of all parties concerned to complete this construc- 
tion and get this water on the land. This is especially true when so 
much has already been expended on the project. 

I also want to say while I am here that this whole area was author- 
ized to be constructed by either the Army engineers or the Bureau 
of Reclamation under the Flood Control Act of 1944, and on the 
west end of the Republican River the Bureau of Reclamation took 
over the construction. 

Down a litle bit east of where this map would show is the Harlan 
County Dam, built by the Army engineers. The Bostwick project is 
below this area, and on that I will appear before the committee 
tomorrow. 

Up here is the proposed Red Willow Dam which is very small 
and it is not costly compared to some of the big dams in the country, 
but it is needed to protect what we have already got. The Red Willow 
Dam has been authorized for construction both by the Army engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation, but I would like to see the Bureau 
build it. The Army has waited for a long time and it has not started 
yet. I would like to see a little money in there for this construction, 
if that could be done. But it is exceedingly important that distribu- 
tion system go forward, and the other witnesses will bring this out 
more fully. 

The construction of the Red Willow is necessary in order to protect 
a considerable portion of the irrigation system which has been built 
and is being built, and J urge that an item for starting this construc- 
tion be included in the appropriation. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have here—— 

Mr. Jensen. Before you finish with that, Mr. Curtis, the French- 
man-Cambridge division is not only flood control, but it is also an 
irrigation project, is it not? 

Mr. Curris. Yes; it is also an irrigation project. 

Mr. Jensen. As I remember, there is no provision for power in this 
whole project ? 

Mr. Curtis. No. 

Mr. Jensen. A good share of this money is going to be for irri- 
gation purposes? 

Mr. Curtis. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you know how much ? 

Mr. Curtis. All of it. } 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, you get benefits from the power revenue for 
that whole valley from the Missouri River Valley projects. 

Mr. Curtis. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. The irrigators share some $6,344,000, according to 
the original agreement. 

Mr. Currtts. I think that is correct. 
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Mr. Jensen. Are the water users cooperating fully with the Bureau 
of Reclamation, for instance in seeing that no water goes to waste / 
Do you have those grandfather rights up there sch, on which one 
person gets so much water and the person on the neighboring farm 
niust suffer because the neighbor may have a prior right? 

Mr. Curtis. We do not have that problem very much in this area. 
We have had some problems all right but they are getting ironed out. 
They have worked for months and years on these particular problems. 

Mr. Paine is here and he is a farmer in this district. He is also 
on the board and has been all the time since they organized. 

Mr. Jensen. What I am trying to find out is this: Is there any 
controversy in any shape or form between the irrigators themselves 
on the one hand, or between the irrigators and the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, for instance? 

Mr. Curtis. The irrigators and the potential irrigators stand unani- 
mous. Of course, that does not mean there is not some disagreement 
on certain issues. 

Mr. JeNsEN. That is only logical. 

Mr. Curtis. But there is Ko Tanateneiiiil on this. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. 

Mr. Curtis. We would like to have the Bureau move a little faster; 
we would like to get this thing wound up, but from the standpoint of 
objections that you refer to, I know of none out there. 

Mr. Jensen. The irrigators have formed their irrigation districts 
and have signed up for everything and they are on top of the table, 
so far as payments are concerned for construction and for operation 
and maintenance, as the contract provides? 

Mr. Curtis. Yes. Now, the repayment contract is a matter for 
continuing study and revision and I am not prepared to go into all 
the details on that. 

Mr. JENsEN. The thing this committee is more interested in than 
anything else is to know that there is no litigation or controversy 
between the irrigators or between the irrigators and the Bureau of 
Reclamation. We always like to know that we have got a clean bill, 
when we appropriate our money. 

Mr. Curtis. I think we will have all that cleared up. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. 

Mr. Curtis. I have heard of nothing, but the repayment contract, 
as I say, is still being studied and has to be worked over. 

Now, may I make a statement off the record ? 

Mr. Jensen. Certainly. 

(Off the record discussion.) 

Mr. Norrett. Where does the Republican River start? 

Mr. Curtis. It rises in Colorado, in the eastern part of the State. 

Mr. Norrewy. Just where does it flow? 

Mr. Curtis. It enters from Colorado at the southwestern corner 
of Nebraska and flows through southern Nebraska—right near the 
Kansas line, moving in an easterly direction, then turns south into 
Kansas about 200 miles from the Colorado line, goes south, joins with 
the Smoky Hill near Fort Riley to become the Kansas River, and then 
flows easterly into the Missouri River at Kansas City. 

Mr. Norre.y. In going from Denver, Colo., west, you would not 
cross that river? 
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Mr. Curtis. No; I believe not. 


Mr. Norreww. At least, in going from Denver over to the west, 
you would not cross that seas 

Mr. Curtis. No. 

Mr. Chairman, I have with me Mr. Clyde S. Paine, of Edison, Nebr., 
chairman of the Frenchman-Cambridge Irrigation District, and a 
long-time resident of this area, and a representative in this movement 
for many years. He has a short statement which can be turned over 
to the reporter. He also has a statement from Mr. H. D. Strunk, of 
McCook, Nebr., president of the Republican Valley Conservation 
Association. 


Mr. JENsEN. Without objection, the statement of Mr. Paine will be 
made a part of the record. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


Gentlemen, I am Clyde S. Paine, of Edison, Nebr. I am chairman of the 
Frenchman-Cambridge Irrigation District, and I am on the executive committee 
of the Republican Valley Conservation Association. Our overall group in 
southwestern Nebraska is dedicated to the provision of flood control and irri- 
gation throughout that watershed. 

We are quite concerned over the fact that even though 10 years have passed 
since Congress enacted the 1944 Flood Control Act, numerous projects within 
our basin which were authorized in that act are still not even on the drafting 
boards of the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers. 

Way back in 1940, my son and I made a careful estimate of the damages sus- 
tained on our farm in a single high-water period. This cost totaled $7,500. 
Also, added to this sum must be computed the loss of income from droughts in 
the decade of the thirties, which substantially reduced the crop production on 
my farm, My son and I figured carefully that for that 1 decade we personally 
produced $16,200 less crop than could have been grown had irrigation been 
available to us. This continuing loss to every landowner in that area runs 
year after year, and will continue to endure until the floodwaters of those 
streams are impounded and made available for supplemental irrigation, 

One of my associates, Harold Sutton, director and treasurer of the Republican 
Valley Conservation Association, together with his father, suffered loSses to 
2 farms they owned, in the 1935 flood alone, equaling $50,316.. I am sure it is 
apparent why those of us who are active in support of this program are deter- 
mined to continue the vigorous campaign to achieve protection from future 
floods and widespread irrigation. 

Our esteemed senior Senator from Nebraska, Hugh Butler, is a neighbor of 
ours. He, too, has had an interesting experience which reveals the need of 
definite control of our streams. He owns approximately 375 acres in the Re- 
publican Valley, immediately below the mouth of Medicine Creek. A few years 
back he spent $5,000 in providing flood-protection works along his own fields. 
But subsequent high-water periods made it impossible to maintain that riprap 
and bank-control facilities. Periodic high-water periods flooded his lands, 
eroding the fields as the water crossed his farm before flowing back into the 
Republican River. Even since Medicine Creek Dam has been built, his. lands, 
being on the southern bank of the Republican, continue to be exposed to high- 
water flows originating farther west. His is just a typical case of the land- 
owners in our area who will know no peace and have no security until the 
upper Republican is brought under complete and permanent control. 

We appreciate the fact that the Congress is faced this year, and every year, 
with demands far transcending your ability to provide funds for desired projects. 
And yet we have a feeling that since Congress actually authorized these projects 
in our watershed in 1944, there is a certain degree of obligation which the Fed- 
eral Government owes the residents of that area. We think it is imperative 
that your committee provide funds for the beginning of investigations and 
studies on such projects as those on Beaver and Sappa Creeks, on the Prairie 
Dog, and on the Arikaree in Colorado. Then, there is a very promising project 
adjoining Benkelman, involving possible storage on Buffalo Creek which is 
deserving of investigation. 

And, there is an imperative need today to immediately undertake the con- 
struction of Red Willow Dam and Reservoir. Our Frenchman-Cambridge Irri- 
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gation District is roughly 75 percent complete, and its finest lands lie directly in 
the path of floods from Red Willow Creek, one of the most serious flood of- 
fenders in our basin. We can never forget that there were 112 lives lost in our 
basin in a single flood back in 1935. Our residents will never rest until the last 
serious threat of floods has been removed from our basin. 

The water users in our district have figured, from the start, on additional 
storage at Red Willow, and, of course, on flood protection from that stream. 
That was a part of the agreement under which they signed up to take supple- 
mentary water for their lands. It seems incredible that years should pass before 
there is any move made to actually inaugurate construction. 

Now we in the Republican Valley have « most unfortunate situation to face. 
The 1944 Flood Control Act authorizes the United States Corps of Engineers 
to build the Red Willow project. And almost every year since 1944, spokesmen 
for that agency have continued to reassure us regarding their desire to ultimately 
construct this project. Our senior Senator, Mr. Butler, had a letter over the 
signature of the Chief of the Corps of Engineers, 2 years ago, promising that 
initial planning money would be included in the Engineers Corps’ budget for 
fiscal 1954. But this did not transpire. Today we are about to conclude that 
it would be a much more practical approach to have the Bureau of Reclamation 
construct Red Willow. Its headquarters are only a few miles away, its trained 
people are living there with us, and are on the job today. The project syn- 
chronizes with the rest of our Frenchman-Cambridge project. And while we 
appear before you today asking for initial planning money with which the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation might undertake its preliminary investigations on Red 
Willow, I can assure you that our Nebraska congressional delegation, headed 
by Senator Butler and Congressman Miller, chairmen respectively of the Senate 
and House Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs, are ascertaining the 
methods by which Congress can be invited to change the authorization for Red 
Willow from the Army engineers to the Bureau of Reclamation. 

We who live in the Republican Valley have complete and unlimited confidence 
in the technical ability of the Bureau of Reclamation, and especially in its lead- 
ers, headed by H. E. Robinson, district engineer for the Kansas River district. 
Our Frenchman-Cambridge district asked Mr. Robinson to prepare for us a 
brief technical statement, giving his version of what our district should have 
this year in the way of additional funds. I have here a 514-page, double-spaced, 
statement, which | would like to intreduce for the record, in which Mr. Robinson 
generally makes two points. He stresses the fact that in order to keep faith 
with the landowners who have entered into a repayment agreement with the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the Government is obliged to build Red Willow project. 
He also gives valid reasons why any slow down in the present completion of 
Frenchman-Cambridge, or in the construction of Red Willow, would prove false 
economy. He contends that the $1 million which the Bureau of the Budget has 
approved for Frenchman-Cambridge is no more than half what must be had if 
the most economical rate of construction can be maintained. 

I would like at this point, Mr. Chairman, to ask for inclusion in the record 
of a brief statement by H. D. Strunk, of McCook, president of our Republican 
Valley Conservation Association, one of the long-time leaders and workers for 
flood protection and irrigation in that part of our State. 


Mr. Parner. I also have with me the statement of Mr. Strunk, Mr. 
Chairman, which has been referred to by Mr. Curtis. 


Mr. JENSEN. Without objection, the statement will be made a part 
of the record. 


(The statement referred to follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am H. D. Strunk, McCook, 
Nebr., president of the Republican Valley Conservation Association. I want to 
second the testimony of Congressman Carl T. Curtis and Clyde Paine, and to 
add my own personal appeal for your favorable consideration of our needs. 

Our problem is threefold : 

1. The $1 million proposed for continuing the work on the Frenchman-Cam- 
bridge Irrigation District will mean a slowdown which will endanger the project 
seriously. Without doubt a resumption of the construction, at a later date, will 
mean substantially increased costs over what could be maintained at this time, 
with the work crews and equipment already on the spot. The best estimates of 
technical authorities which we have consulted is that a minimum of another 
$1 million, will be required to maintain present rate of economical construction. 
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2. The entire Frenchman-Cambridge Irrigation District will be forever in 
jeopardy from repeated floods off the Red Willow Creek until a dam and reservoir 
on that tributary are constructed, We respectfully appeal to your committee 
to provide initial planning money with which the Bureau of Reclamation may 
undertake the required investigation. Then our association will throw its full 
efforts into the job of persuading other congressional committees to amend the 
present authorization from the Engineers Corps to the Bureau of Reclamation. 

3. And, finally, gentlemen, it is imperative that Congress move to meet the 
commitment made in the 1944 Flood Control Act when projects were authorized 
on the Beaver and Sappa Creeks, on Prairie Dog, and on the Arikaree, and on 
or near Rock and Buffalo Creeks, with possibly a project involving individual 
farm wells in the vicinity of Benkelman. Unless or until these projects are con- 
structed, along with Red Willow, we contend that the Government has not kept 
faith with the people of our area who have long yearned for flood protection and 
irrigation. 

As an example of the frequency of flood experiences within the Republican 
watershed, a high ranking official of the Engineers Corps made this statement 
last year to Senator Hugh Butler, “Records of discharge on Prairie Dog Creek 
at Norton show that since 1944 flood state (18 feet) has been exceeded 8 times. 
Beaver and Prairie Dog Creeks are located in a region where the annual rain- 
fall is not sufficient for maximum crop production without irrigation. However, 
storms of cloudburst proportions occasionally result in severe flooding of local 
valleys.” This is characteristic of the problem throughout our watershed. 

Concerning a proposed slowdown of work on the Frenchman-Cambridge 
project, a technical authority tells us this: “It seems to me poor business, and 
certainly inefficient, to make the huge investment in the construction of these 
dams and then not using, as quickly as possible, the water stored by these reser- 
voirs in the form of irrigation in the Frenchman-Cambridge Irrigation District. 
This entire district was in Senate Document 191 and was approved by Congress, 
not piecemeal, but in its entirety. Therefore, when we ask for appropriations to 
construct a certain part of this project, it cannot be considered a new start, but 
rather the completion of a project that was approved by Congress and which 
is now practically built. 

“Relative to Red Willow Dam, due to its geographical location, and in the 
interest of economy, it seems to me that the proper agency to build the Red 
Willow Dam is the Bureau of Reclamation. The water that is stored in the 
Red Willow Reservoir is a part of the water supply used in the Frenchman- 
Cambridge irrigation district as planned, and until such dam is built and water 
stored, the Red Willow diversion dam cannot be completed. That is the struc- 
ture which provides for the east and west canals that will irrigate approximately 
8,000 irrigable acres under this particular unit, and which, at the same time, 
will control one of the most Kazardous tributaries to the Republican Valley above 
the works which have already been constructed on down the river.” 

Our own Senator Butler stated last year, before the Senate Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Interior Department Budget, May 11, 1953: 

“* * * These projects will have to be built, sooner or later, because they 
are a part of the overall project. But if staff people and equipment are dis- 
persed from that area, and then brought back a year or two later to undertake 
these projects, there is no doubt that it will prove substantially more ex- 
pensive than to utilize present manpower and equipment which is right on the 
scene. Further, there is always danger of flood damage until or unless the 
program is built in its entirety, so that it functions as an integrated project. 

“There is much to commend the House committee in its move to reduce the 
Interior Department budget to the lowest possible figure. And yet we must 
not forget the Congress itself authorized certain projects in the Missouri Basin 
in the 1944 Flood Control Act. 

“ * * * We must not be guilty of bad faith in now denying programs which 
an earlier session of Congress has definitely promised would be built. After 
all, the 1935 flood on the Republican and its tributaries took a toll of 112 lives, 
as well as doing millions of dollars worth of property damage. , The residents 
of that area continue to live in constant fear of a repetition of that flood until 
all the principal tributaries are harnessed, and the storage waters made ayvail- 
able for irrigation. 

“Every season continues to take a heavy toll of the topsoil in our fertile 
watershed throughout the Great Plains. The Soil Conservation Service esti- 
mated that for a 2-month period in the spring of 1951, 660 million tons of top- 
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soil were lost in an area comprising portion of 6 States within the upper 
Mississippi Valley. Here was a $860 million loss, irreparable loss, in one season. 
Momentary savings of several million dollars do not bulk very great when com- 
pared with this tremendous damage from continued erosion. 

“In 1947, the overflow from the Red Willow caused floods along the main 
stem of the Republican for a distance of nearly 100 miles. All the water users 
in the Frenchman-Cambridge district and all the millions of dollars expended 
heretofore by the Department of the Interior will continue to be in jeopardy 
until either the Bureau of Reclamation or the Engineers Corps builds Red 
Willom Dam and Reservoir. Equally grave threats are present in other sections 
of the watershed today, such as the Beaver, the Sappa, the Prairie Dog, and 
other Kansas tributaries which are subject to damaging floods almost every 
year.” 

A generous Federal Government has disbursed, in loans and grants during 
the 1980's, a total of $21,333,340 in the 9 counties lying within the Republican 
watershed in Nebraska between March 4, 1933, and June 30, 1989. This figure 
exceeded $25 million by August 1, 1940. To this 244 millions per county of relief 
in all sums must be added the cost of county and State aid, to arrive at a com- 
plete understanding of the subsidy which has been accorded our people during 
that 7-year period. 

The 1935 census showed 17,424 families in these 9 counties. This would mean 
an average of $12,024 per family disbursed by Federal agencies alone. The 9 
counties contained 8,679 farms in 1935, so the expenditures per farm would 
average $2,458. Whatever one’s theory of government, such outlays cannot 
be afforded unless they leave in their wake a greater earning on the part of the 
residents of an area, a greater self-sufficiency. On the contrary, 1940 found the 
residents of the upper Republican Valley in worse condition financially, with 
reserves more dangerously depleted, with more abandoned farms, and with 
hopes of future gainful operations of farms dimmed than when the program 
of aid was inaugurated. So we are more determined than ever to continue 
working until complete and permanent flood control is an accomplished fact. 

Let me call your attention to another perennial source of flood loss te which 
our people are constantly being exposed. Some bindweed patches are known 
to have started from the 1935 flood. Each subsequent flood carries seed and 
starts infestations in new locations. Land infested with bindweed is nearly use- 
less for cropping. Being a deep-rooted perennial propagated by rootstocks, as 
well as by seed, this weed is extremely difficult to eradicate. The only known 
methods of eradication are the use of special chemicals at a cost of $40 to $60 
per acre, or by constant clean tillage over a period of 2 years. The actual tillage 
costs average about $10 per acre. Both methods involve the loss of 2 years’ 
crops in addition to the above costs. 

On cultivated land, eradication of heavy infestations of annual weeds left by 
the flood, including cockleburs, sandburs, sunflowers, Kochia and ragweeds 
has progressed satisfactorily. Not all tillable fields have as yet been cleared, 
however, and these, together with nontillable infested areas are providing 
a constant source of seed for infestation of clean land. ‘This problem, of 
course, is aggravated when flood waters aid in the distribution of seed. 

The Soil Conservation Service, in an analysis of values of farmlands and 
buildings, within the 28 counties lying within the Republican watershed, reveals 
u decline in value of $175,532,543 between 1930 and 1935 inclusive, traceable to 
flood losses and erosion. This represented one-third of the 1930 total appraised 
value, 

For these and other reasons, gentlemen, we feel it is imperative that Congress 
move promptly to provide the needed flood relief for which our people have waited 
so long. Such relief, coupled with supplemental irrigation, will enable the entire 
Republican watershed to become self-sufficient for all time to time. 

Respectfully submitted. 

H. D. Strunx. 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Paine, did you have a further statement that you 
wish to make? 

Mr. Patns. Mr. Chairman, what I am going to say is going to 
come from the heart. 

Also I wish to submit in connection with the Frenchman-Cambridge 
Irrigation District, this statement. Mr. Robinson, who is head engi- 
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neer of the Kansas River District, prepared this statement which 
includes the map that has heretofore been used. 

Mr. Jensen. We will be glad to accept the map for the information 
of the committee, but, it will not be made a part of the printed record. 

(The statement referred to was filed with the committee.) 

‘tae Parwt, Do you think I should read the statement attached to 

e map? 

Mr. Jensen. I do not think it will be necessary. 

Mr. Parner. Mr. Chairman, this program started some 20 years ago, 
in the et of the thirties, followed by the big floods of 1935. It 
started probably 50 or 75 miles east of the Colorado Springs area, 
when some 112 lives were lost, and 83 of the people were never recov- 
— Then in that same year, we had several droughts in 6 weeks 
of time. 

In 1940, the Republican River Valley Reclamation Association was 
formed to try to get some help through the Bureau of Reclamation 
for flood control and irrigation. Then the district below was studied 
here and the irrigation district was formed. Since 1946, we have fol- 
lowed with promotion and irrigation projects. 

Mr. Jensen. I think we know pretty well the facts in that connec- 
tion, Mr. Paine. If you will now spend the time you have in explain- 
ing why you need more money, I think it will be more helpful to us. 

Mr. Pate. Very well, and thank you for that. 

It boils down to this: The Trenton Dam has been completed and 
very little money has been appropriated to finish wp from the ‘Trenton 
Dam on the Republican River down here on the lower side of the 
Trenton Dam. Then for planning, primarily on the river side, it 


boils down to this, according to the bu get, that they give us $1 million, 


and the Kansas River, Mr. Robinson has suggested, that in order to 
carry on orderly work in building the dam and finishing up this line, 
we would need to finish this line. 

Mr. Jensen. Just where is that? 

Mr. Curris. The Meeker-Driftwood area. 

Mr. Partner. Yes. 

To build that is going to take from $2 million to $2.3 million to 
carry on the planning and finish up the work in around McCook, to 
cover lands which are not now in a district. 

Mr. Jensen. That is, no district has been formed there? 

Mr. Parne. No district has been formed there. They are still under 
negotiation. 

Mr. Jensen. It is expected that a district will be formed ¢ 

Mr. Patne. They were having meetings when I left; yes. 

Mr. Jensen. I see. 

Mr. Paine. The work is pretty well completed down in this whole 
southern area. 

Mr. Jensen. That is, following the river on down? 

Mr. Partner. Yes; following the river downstream. They want to 
do some investigation up in here to go into an irrigation program, and 
the principal thing now is that the dam at Trenton is completed and 
the principal thing is to get the water in a up there, and there 
is no canal, no appropriation has been made for the upper Meeker 
canals and Driftwood. 

I cannot tell you the exact figures, what it will cost to build that, 
but Mr. Robinson, from his statement, has indicated to me that it 
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would take around $2 million to carry out a program in an orderly 
manner. 

Mr. Curtis. Mr. Paine, will you yield to me at that point? 

Mr. Parxe. Yes, Mr. Curtis. 

Mr. Curtis. There is construction going on in this district for the 
canals and laterals, largely east of McCook. The Bureau of the 
Budget recommended in the neighborhood of $1 million. That amount 
of money will carry on what is started and what we need now is about 
$1,200.000 more for the Meeker-Driftwood area which is on the south 
side of the river, between the Trenton Dam and the area lying just 
east of McCook. 

Mr. Jensen. How many miles of distance, and how many acres of 
land will be irrigated ¢ 

Mr. Patne. I believe something like 15,000 acres. 

Mr. Curtis. This will cover 17,000. 

Mr. Jensen. 17,000. 

Mr. Curtis. Yes. The Driftwood-Meeker area is not a new project. 
The water is already stored in the Trenton Dam; the money has been 
expended. It is all a part of the Cambridge-Frenchman project. 

Then on the Frenchman Creek which empties into the Republican 
River at Culbertson, there is an area known as the Riverside area; 
they should have this year there about $200,000. In other words, we 
need altogether in the neighborhood of $2.3 million in order to make 
use of the water which is already stored up to connect the loose ends 
of this distribution system, and it is in this area where the district 
is already formed and work has started. Is that mght? 

Mr. Paine. That is right. 

Mr, Jensen. Will that complete the job? 

Mr. Curtis. That will complete the irrigation job as now planned, 
but it does not include the Red Willow Reservoir which may or may 
not be built by the Army or the Bureau. 

Mr. Jensen. The Meeker-Driftwood canal system, according to 
the justification furnished us shows that it will cost in the neighbor- 
hood of $6,507,000 ; 1953, $553,260 was spent; and 1954, there will be 
$164,000 spent on that project and they are asking for $60,000 this 
year, leaving a balance to complete of $5,730,734. This must be quite 
a big project; is it not? 

Mr. Curris. Yes. When I said it would complete it, I did not 
mean it would complete it this year. With the completion of the 
Meeker-Driftwood and the Riverside areas, it will largely complete 
the distribution of the water that is already stored, and I am talking 
about the 1955 figures for the Meeker-Driftwood, of $1.2 million. 

Mr. Jensen. I see; that will irrigate 17,000 acres? 

Mr. Curtis. That is approximately what it is in this area; yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. Mr. Budge, do you have any questions 
on this project? 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Curtis, do you happen to know why the original 
estimate of something in excess of $26 million for this project has now 
increased to seventy-three-million-odd dollars? 

Mr. Curtis. I know that now I have to pay about three times as 
much for an automobile as I did at one time. I cannot answer your 
question and say whether or not the first figures included the same 
specifications as were finally proceeded upon. I cannot answer that. 
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Mr. Buper. Your advance planning on this project. was much later 
in point of time than the average project we are now considering in 
this committee. The advance planning was completed in 1946 and the 
cost has now increased some three times over, and I was wondering 
what the reason for that was, if you happen to know. 

Mr. Curtis. No; I do not know. There may have been shifts from 
time to time from the Army engineers or the Bureau of Reclamation. 
I am frank te admit that this development has been a costly one, but 
we have been faced with a situation out there of floods where expenses 
became necessary. I doubt if these reservoirs could show a justifica- 
tion for building them just for irrigation, but as Mr. Paine has pointed 
out, since 1935 we have had floods, one of which cost the lives of 112 
people, and another, as late as 1947, in which we lost 12 people. That 
1s the situation we have been faced with. 

We also have here Mr. Ryan, who is the representative of the 
Republican Valley Conservation District. Is there anything you 
want to add, Mr. Ryan? 

Mr. Ryan. I would like to make just one—I would like to get in 
the record one statement, Mr. Budge, concerning the cost of the project. 
What was the figure you gave for 1946? 

Mr. Boner. $26,894,500, and it is now $73,343,000, or approximately 
three times as much as the original estimated cost. 

Mr. Ryan. They did not have the Trenton Dam in the estimate at 
that time. What that cost would be, how much would be included, 
1 do not know. But the Trenton Dam was put in in 1947 or 1948 by 
this committee, after we had had a series of floods. 

Mr. Curtis. I believe I can throw some light on that now, Mr. 
Chairman. The Frenchman-Cambridge project began by being built 
around the Enders Dam and the Cambridge Dam. That is where it 
got its name; Enders being on the Frenchman River, which is the 
principal tributary of the Republican, and the Cambridge Dam being 
on Medicine Creek, another tributary of the Republican. 

In the severe flood of 1947, which extended throughout the Missouri 
River Basin, this area was again hit by floods. At that time the Pres- 
ident picked out 14 or 15 additional projects in the Missouri River 
Basin, sent them to Congress late in the summer of 1947 or 1948—1947 
I believe it was. The matter was taken before the Deficiency Com- 
mittee in the 80th Congress and Mr. Taber conducted the hearings 
and they added an all-river dam which is now known as the Trenton 
Dam, and that was an extensive structure, costing about how much? 

Mr. Ryan. Around $25 million. 

Mr. Curtis. Around $25 million. Now, both Enders Dam and 
Cambridge Dam—lI know Cambridge Dam was built under the origi- 
nal estimate. 

Mr. Jensen Yes. 

Mr. Bunce. I am happy to have that explanation, because it does 
not show up here in the justification, that there was anything of that 
kind to cause the increase in the cost. 

Mr. Curtis. Yes. 

Mr. Ryan. I might add one further statement, by setting forth the 
fact that through the Bureau, Mr. Curtis, there is being sent to Mr. 
Miller a study, sinee the enactment of the 1954 Flood Control Act, 
which would charge the authorization of either the Engineer Corps or 
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Bureau to the Bureau, and we are hoping that that authorization will 
be passed in time that it can be included in the appropriation bill, and 
that it will reach you before you have comiptensd your action on the 
appropriation bill, in which event it will be included in the Interior 
appropriation bill. 

rv. Norreiu. Just 1 or 2 questions: Did the Bureau of Reclamation 
of the Interior Department make any request to the Bureau of the 
Budget for construction for this item ¢ 

Mr. Curtis. You mean by the Bureau of Reclamation to the 
Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Curtis. It is my understanding that there was. 

Mr. Ryan. For which project ¢ 

Mr, Curtis. For what project ? 

Mr, Ryan. For the Red. Willow project you mean ¢ 

Mr. Norretu. For the project we have been discussing. Was,there 
any request by the Bureau of Reclamation or the Interior Department 
for any construction money to cover the project we have been discuss- 
ing here this morning ? 

Mr. Curtis. Everything but construction money for Red Willow 
Dam was requested. 

5 ae aes Do you know what the amount was, or have you 
ea 

Mr. Curtis. I think it was in the neighborhood of $2.3 million. 
But it is my understanding that there was nothing requested by the 
Bureau of Reclamation of the Bureau of the Budget for construction 
money for Red Willow Dam. 

Mr. Norrenm& Do you have a budget estimate here for a certain 
amount ? 

Mr. Curtis. Yes. 

Mr. Norreti. Now, was there any requests over and above the 
budget estimate made by the Bureau of Reclamation for any additional 
money, additional money other than what the budget estimate is? 

Mr. Curtis. Yes, that is true. In round figures, the budget had 
given us about a million dollars, and the Bureau of Reclamation 
wants about $2.3 million, exclusive of Red Willow. 

Mr. Norretn. When you correct your remarks, will you indicate 
to us what the Bureau of the Budget cut out of the budget estimate, 
for which there was a request ? 

Mr. Curtis. Yes; if the prepared statements do not disclose that, 
I will provide that for the record. 

Mr. Thank you. 

(The information requested follows :) 


Frenchman-Cambridge project 


Bureau of Recla-| Budget allow- 
ance 


‘am bridge Canal 
ambridge laterals 


eeker-Driftwood laterals. 
chman unit canal 


1 
‘That the Nationa: $2, 309, 651 $1, 000, 000 
§ 
Meeker-Driftwood ‘Canal... 1, 198, 000 60, 000 
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The Bureau of Reclamation asked for funds for construction and planning in 
connection with Meeker-Driftwood canal and laterals and Frenchman unit, how- 
ever, the budget allowed funds for planning only. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Welsh, did you have a question ? 

Mr. Wetsu. Only to say, Mr. Chairman, that I am scheduled to 
appear before the committee later on and unless you have some ques- 
tions at this time, I can present my statement then. 

Mr. Jensen. If you would like to say anything about this project, 
we will be glad to hear you. . 

Mr. Wetsu. I might add that I received a letter from the president 
of the association in Lincoln, Nebr., stating that since I was to come, 
he expressed a desire that I communicate to you his interest in this 
project. oe out to the committee the storage facilities are 
now completed that are in the area, and the area that is in need of 
irrigation facilities, and he is particularly interested in this phase of 
the project. | 

I appreciate the opportunity to make that statement for the record. 

Mr y ENSEN. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Curtis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Monpay, Frpsruary 15, 1954. 


REcLAMATION PrRoGRAM 


WITNESS 


WILLIAM E. WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGER, NATIONAL RECLAMA- 
TION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. JensEN. We are glad to have with us this morning Mr. William 
E. Welsh, who is secretary-manager of the National Reclamation 
Association. f 

Mr. Welsh has been in this work for many, many years, and he is 
well acquainted with most of the projects all through the West that 
have previously had appropriations, and those which are now request- 
ing additional appropriations. Mr. Welsh, we will be glad to have 
a statement from you at this time. 

Mr. Wetsu. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement which, if 
it is agreeable with you, I would like to file for the record, or have 
made a part of the record, and then I would like to comment on some 
of the important phases of it, trying to make my comments brief. 

Mr. JensEN. Without objection your statement will be made a part 
of the record. 

Mr. Wetsu. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY WILLIAM E. WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGER, NATIONAL RECLAMATION 
ASSOCIATION ° 


My name is William E. Welsh. I am appearing before your committee as 
secretary-manager of the National Reclamation Association. I am sure that 
each member of your committee is familiar with the scope, the activities, and 
the extent of the membership of the National Reclamation Association. 

This association has been extremely active since its organization more than 
20 years ago. Its purpose has been to guide and assist in formulating sound 
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reclamation policies in the West and in furthering the development of those 
projects which meet the tests of feasibility and economic justification and at 
the same time are noncontroversial between the States or localities affected. 


POPULATION INCREASING AND MOVING WESTWARD 


A great deal of publicity has been given to the fact that our national population 
is increasing at a tremendous rate. There have been a good many factors which 
have made it possible for our agricultural production to keep pace with the re- 
quirements of our growing population during the past. Some of these factors 
are about exhausted. We have increased our agricultural production on a 
per-acre basis until it is practically double what it was 35 or 40 years ago, 
Today, we have an agriculture surplus in some farm products. In fact, a men- 
acing surplus. How many years that will be true is a serious question, indeed. 
We will no doubt continue to increase our production on a per-acre basis for 
several years yet to come, but eventually we will reach the limit on that basis. 
Most agriculture economists agree that the time is not too far away when we 
will be confronted not with a problem of agricultural surpluses, but with a 
problem of providing adequate food and fiber for our increasing population. 

Not only is our population increasing but it is also moving westward. The 
States along the Pacific coast, and in the Southwest particularly, are growing 
in population at a much more rapid rate than any other States in the Union. 
The continued orderly development of reclamation projects throughout the West 
will not only assist materially in providing the needed food and fiber for our 
growing population, but it will also be very beneficial in maintaining a balanced 
economy in providing for the needs of our western growing population. As a 
nation, we will be in a much stronger position if the needed agricultural products 
for this rapidly growing western population are produced nearby. 

Following are two resolutions adopted at the last annual meeting of our asso- 
ciation in Reno, Nev., indicating our position with respect to authorizations and 
appropriations and the necessity of adequate appropriations: 


“RESOLUTION NO. 2.—AUTHORIZATION AND APPROPRIATIONS FOR CONTINUED 
RECLAMATION PROGRAM 


“Whereas continuous conservation, development, and utilization of the water 
resources of the States of this Nation are necessary to the growth of the Nation 
and must keep pace with the increase in population and with the needs of the 
Nation; and 

“Whereas planning and construction of projects for such conservation, devel- 
opmént, and utilization must be carried forward in keeping with the increasing 
pee of Nation as such needs from time to time appear and are found to 
exist; an 

“Whereas to defer planning of projects that are needed or halting construction 
of authorized projects where planning and construction can be done in keeping 
with a sound national budget policy would be detrimental to a sound reclamation 
program from a national as well as local standpoint : Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the National Reclamation Association, that it favors: 

“1, Necessary appropriations for projects or project units which have been 
authorized and have met with the approval of the States and localities affected 
and which come within the category aforesaid. 

“2. The planning and authorization of new projects which meet the tests 
aforesaid and that are approved by Congress and have the approval of the States 
and localities affected.” 


“RESOLUTION NO, 21—ADEQUATE APPROPRIATIONS FOR WATER DEVELOPMENT 


“Whereas the primary objective of the National Reclamation Association is 
the complete development of the land and water resources of the West; and 

“Whereas the accomplishment of this objective calls for adequate appropria- 
tions by the Congress : Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the National Reclamation Association hereby directs its offi- 
cers to support before the Congress requests for sufficient appropriations to: 

“A. Permit the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers to continue 
progressive construction programs in consonance with the needs therefor; 

“B. Support acceleration of the Forest Service program of revegetation, water- 
— restoration, range improvements, and physical improvements of national 

rests ; 
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“C,. Support and continue the snow survey service of the Department of 
Agriculture; 

“D. Permit prompt and continuing acquisition by the Geological Survey of 
basie data respecting both streamflow and ground-water resources throughout 
the Nation; 

“E. Permit completion of standard topographic mapping of the United States, 
if possible, by the year 1970; 

“F. Support and accelerate the program of the Soil Conservation Service to 
provide more adequate assistance to the soil conservation districts ; 

“G. Support research, investigation, and action programs in soil and water 
conservation, basic and essential to the sound development and full continued 
care of the Nation’s land and water resources basinwide and in harmony with 
multiple-use projects development ; 

7 ai Support the land capability inventory to be completed as soon as prac- 
cable. 

“I. Support collection and dissemination of basic meteorological data by the 
United States Weather Bureau: Be it further 

“Resolved, That the various affected States are urged to give full support to 
the foregoing program.” 


SUPYLEMENTAL WATER 


The need for supplemental water is still very urgent in many localities 
throughout the West. Many of the projects which are before your committee 
for consideration with respect to appropriations would make available greatly 
needed supplemental water. The special case that I would like to call to your 
attention is that of Albuquerque, N. Mex. The last issue of the magazine Chang- 
ing Times lists Albuquerque as the fastest growing city in the United States, 
but this community is rapidly approaching the point where its growth, its busi- 
ness, and its entire future will be limited by the available water supply. Its 
only hope to meet the requirements of its growing population is through the 
development of its water resources. For that reason, the Middle Rio Grande proj- 
ect is of extreme importance to that community and because of its nearness to the 
Los Alamos atomic energy operation this project is equally important to the 
entire Nation. 

Another project before your committee which would provide supplemental 
water in an area where it is badly needed is the Palisades Reservoir in eastern 
Idaho. This project will provide a badly needed additional water supply to more 
than 600,000 acres along the Snake River Valley in eastern and southern Idaho. 

Another similar project that is providing supplemental water to 700,000 acres 
of fine agricultural land in northern Colorado is the Colorado-Big Thompson. In 
fact, the majority of the projects that are before your committee for considera- 
tion would provide supplemental water to existing irrigated areas. 

From personal experience and observations extending back over a period of 
30 years, I can emphatically state that nothing can be more damaging to an irri- 
gated agricultural area in the arid West than a short water supply. Following 
is a resolution on supplemental water which was adopted by our association 
at its last annual meeting in Reno, Nev. 


“RESOLUTION NO, 6—SUPPLEMENTAL WATER PROJECTS 


“Whereas, in many localities throughout the West, established farming areas 
are facing curtailment of their future operations by reason of deficient or failing 
water supplies; and 

“Whereas in such communities hundreds of millions of dollars of investment 
are in jeopardy: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolwed by the National Reclamation Association, reaffirming its past er- 
pressed policy, That adequate consideration be given in the preparation of inves- 
tigations and reports by all Federal, State, and local agencies to projects for 
furnishing supplemental water to areas now inadequately supplied.” 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


The reclamation projects of the future must of necessity depend upon the 
plans and investigations which are being made today. Without such plans and 
investigations it will be impossible to have a backlog of reclamation projects 
approved and ready to go. Today there are only four authorized reclamation 

projects on which work has not yet started outside of the Missouri Basin and 
the Central Valley in California. Two of these are power projects and one is a 
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municipal water-supply project. There is only one actual irrigation project that 
is authorized and ready to go outside of the Missouri Basin and the Central 
Valley and that is the Collbran project in Colorado. 

The wisdom of being prepared in the event of an emergency has been generally 
recognized by everyone. Just a short time ago, President Hisenhower announced 
at a news conference that in the event it should be necessary because of the 
economic conditions of the country for the Government to act, that this adminis- 
tration would act immediately and promptly. The inference was that the admin- 
istration would be prepared with a backlog of public works projects. We all 
know what happened in the thirties when it was necessary to put men to work 
because of a depression. If such a situation should develop again, we should 
be prepared in the West with constructive and worthwhile reclamation projects. 
This requires adequate appropriations. We believe that the cut which was made 
by the Bureau of the Budget was too stringent and far reaching. We urgently 
recommend that this be increased to at least $8 million. In stressing this point, 
we would like to call attention to the fact that the preliminary work on a project 
such as reconnaissance surveys, investigations, plans, and specifications, as well 
as approval of those plans by the various State and Federal agencies and the 
Congress, all require many years of time. That is especially true in connection 
with our basinwide multipurpose projects as we are considering them today. 
This long period of time required to complete preparations on reclamation proj- 
ects makes it doubly important that we have adequate appropriations for general 
investigations. 


UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 


The Geological Survey is one Federal agency, and in fact the only Federal 
agency, that I am aware of which has been, over quite a period of years, con- 
sistently following the policy now advocated by the present administration of 
requiring local and State participation and cooperation. In almost every river 
basin in the West, local communities and the States are contributing financially 
or assisting in other ways in carrying on the program of the Geological Survey, 
particularly stream flow measurements. In view of that fact, as well as the 
extreme importance of the work of the Geological Survey and its relation to 
future development, we strongly urge that adequate appropriations for this 
agency be continued. 

That there is a serious shortage of basic information concerning the Nation's 
water supply is a well known fact. This has been emphasized by practically 
every agency and commission which has attempted to make a study of the 
question, including the Hoover Commission, the President’s water resources 
policy commission, and the Paley Commission. Such information is of vital 
importance—in fact a necessity if we are to properly and adequately plan for 
the orderly future use of the Nation’s water supply. The National Reclamation 
Association over a period of years has uged that adequate appropriations be 
made available to the United States Geological Survey for the purpose of con- 
tinuing the work of gathering such basic information. 

Underground water is becoming a very much discussed subject in almost every 
State in the West. Several States at the present time have under consideration 
the problem of enacting State underground water codes. The importance of 
underground water is becoming increasingly apparent. At the annual meeting 
of our National Reclamation Association in Reno, Nev., last fall, the two 
speeches which attracted the greatest interest both dealt with underground 
water. One was entitled “Legal Ground Water Problems in the West” by Wells 
A. Hutchins, principal irrigation economist, United States Department of Agri- 
culture, and the other “The Importance of Ground Water in the Water Prob- 
lems of the West” by Carl G. Paulsen, chief hydraulic engineer, and A. Nelson 
Sayre, Chief, Ground Water Branch, United States Geological Survey. I cite 
these illustrations to indicate the widespread interest in the subject and the 
urgency of continued adequate appropriations. 


SOIL SURVEY AND LAND CLASSIFICATION 


The National Reclamation Association endorses the provision contained in 
last year’s appropriation bill embodying a provision to the effect that no part 
of this or any other appropriation shall be available for the construction of the 
irrigation features of a project until the Secretary shall certify that an adequate 
soil and land classification has been made and the lands to be irrigated are 
susceptible to production of agricultural crops by means of irrigation. We 
hope that this provision will continue to remain in effect. 
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PROJECTS SUPPORTED 


It will be observed that resolution No. 2 authorizes the support of projects 
which have met the approval of the States and localities affected. In line with 
that resolution there is attached hereto a list of projects which the National 
Reclamation Association endorses and supports. 

On the following page will be found the lists of projects which were recom- 
mended by the Bureau of the Budget. It will be noted that the National 
Reclamation Association is recommending increases for 14 of these projects. In 
each case where an increase is requested, there is an urgent need. In many of 
these it is the need for supplemental water for existing areas. In some cases 
the increase is requested because of the fact that overhead organizations have 
been set up based upon an anticipated schedule. A reduction in appropriations 
does not reduce the overhead, but prolongs the time required for completion of 
the project and increases the cost. The new starts requested are all of the 
utmost importance to the localities affected. 


Reclamation progects— Tabulation showing amounts approved by Budget and increased 
requests by National Reclamation Association for additional allocations for some 
projects, fiscal year 1955 


recommen 
Project, division, or unit | Recommended | by Ni ational 


by budget | Reclamation 
| Association 


Construction and rehabilitation allotments: 


. $2, 700, 000 $1, 475, 000 
Yuma auxiliary 100;008 
Arizona-Nevada: 

Boulder Canyon 1, 206, 000 
2, 761, 000 
California: 


Cachuma a 3, 300, 000 
Central Valley. a 23, 493, 000 
8, 000, 000 


750, 000 
10, 000 
Ida! 
Minidoka, North Side pumping division 
Palisades 


Verma) 
Rio Grande 


Co inmbis Bas 
division... 
Yakima-Roza 


Riverton 

Riverton, Payment to Shoshone and Arapahoe Indian Tribes. _. 
River Basin projects: 

A.—Units read construction: 

Bostwick, Nebr.- 

Ferry, Mont” 

Crow Creek, Mon 

Frenchman- Nebr 


Mon 
Rapid Valley, Wyo. ac Dak 
Drainage and minor completion _ 
Rehabilitation and betterment 
Drainage and minor completion 


3, 700, 000 
| 325, 000 
Cok 
1,000, 000 
New Mexico: 
1, 221, 000 1, 450, 000 4 
8, 600, 000 4,000, 000 
3, 100, 000 900, 000 
1,009, 500 
1, 360, 000 1, 750, 000 i 
1, 000, 000 800, 000 b3 
Rirwin, Kans 3, 160, 000 750, 000 
6, 100, 000 525, 000 
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NEW STARTS—PROJECTS NOT APPROVED BY BUREAU OF BUDGET BUT ENDORSED 
BY N. B, A. 


Missouri River Basin 


Sargent unit, $1,000,000.—The Sargent unit is on the middle Loup division in 
north central Nebraska. The primary purpose of the project is to irrigate 
17,600 acres of land, It will also generate better than 4,000 kilowatts of hydro- 
electric power. We are adyised that the plans will be completed by the end 
of the current fiscal year and ready to commence construction on the diversion 
dam in the main canal. This area has been recently hit by several dry years 
and was in the middle of the drought in the 1930’s. The land to be irrigated 
is fertile and higlily productive. Sentiment is strong for the project. The 
district was formed by a favorable vote of 3 to 1. 

Hanover-Bluff unit, $500,000.—These projects are located in the Big Horn 
Basin near the town of Worland, Wyo. Because of the rapid development in 
the oil industry, this community is growing very fast. There is an urgent need 
for these projects which will supply water to a total of more than 7,000 acres 
of land. 

Glendo unit, $2,000,000—This dam would be located on the North Platte 
River about 6 miles from the town of Glendo. It would assist in alleviating 
silting conditions in the Guernsey Reservoir. The project has been approved 
by the affected States of Wyoming, Colorado, and Nebraska. 

Bostwick-Lovewell unit, $1,500,000.—This project is located on the Republican 
River near the Nebraska-Kansas line in what was the center of the terrible 
Dust Bowl of the 1930's, The area experienced favorable farming conditions 
with plenty of moisture for a decade through the 1940’s, but during the last 
several years has again been handicapped by drought. The proposed irrigation 
would provide for the construction of the Lovewell Dam and Reservoir on 
White Rock Creek and the completion of the Courtland canal for the delivery 
of water to approximately 23,000 acres in Kansas, The district has been formed 
and a repayment contract was entered into in 1951. 

Heart-Butte. unit, $400,000.—The Heart-Butte unit is a short distance south 
and west of the town of Bismarck near the center of North Dakota. The 
original district was dissolved this last winter by vote of the residents and the 
new district comprising 2,500 acres was organized in December. 

Yellow Tail unit, $2,000,000.—The proposed Yellow Tail unit is a multipurpose 
project for irrigation, flood control, and hydroelectric power located on the 
Big Horn River in Montana near the Wyoming State line. This project is very 
important, not only from the standpoint of providing supplemental water and 
stabilizing the water supply for several irrigation units, including the Hardin 
unit, but also providing hydroelectric power which is very greatly needed in 
connection with the oil and mineral developments in that area. 


Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Welsh, you want to brief your written 
statement ? 

Mr. Wetsu. Yes, sir; that is right. 

There are 2 or 3 phases of the program in which we are very much 
interested and concerned at this time. 

Mr. JENSEN. You say, “in which we are very much interested.” Do 
you mean the National Reclamation Association ? 

Mr. Wetsu. Yes; the National Reclamation Association and our 
members. 

Mr. Jensen. How many members do you have in your association ? 

Mr. Wetsu. Well, we have better than 3,500, somewhere close to 
4,000. 

"Mr. Jensen. And they are scattered all through the 17 western 
States? 

Mr. Wetsu. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. In fact, the National Reclamation Association is, in 
effect, the organization that represents the people of the 17 western 
States who are interested in reclamation, irrigation, and hydroelectric 
| =m and everything else pertaining to the various activities in the 
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Mr. Wetsn. That is right; yes, sir. I think it is very significant 
that by far the largest singlé group of members which we have in 
our association consists of those who are representatives of irrigation 
districts, canal companies, and other types of water users’ organiza- 
tions, largely directors, officers, attorneys, managers, and so forth. 

That gives us a grassroots tie-in and keeps us down to earth and 
itp us from being, perhaps, too much of a promotional organization 
and gives us an association of individuals that I would say is more 
interested in trying to keep the reclamation program for the West on 
a sound basis, or, at least as much as we would have in promoting 
and continuing the orderly development of the West. I think that 
is due very largely to the fact that we have such a large group of 
irrigation farmers represented among our membership. 


WATER-POLICY PROGRAM 


I am sure that each of you on the committee is familiar with the 
water-policy program which we adopted after a study by several 
committees, adopted by a committee which was made up of 17 mem- 
bers from each of the it western States. That policy statement speaks 
for itself in expressing our interest in endeavoring to keep reclamation 
on a sound, firm basi 


PARTICIPATION BY LOCAL GROUPS 


We are especially interested in peathoging and carrying forward 
the idea of participation by the local groups, 

We are interested in, and I believe to quite an extent responsible for, 
some Of the legislation that is now pending before the Congress which 
would promote and pave the way for greater participation by local 
groups, and we think that should be done wherever it can be done and 
to the fullest extent feasible. 


PHASES OF PROGRAM IN WHICH ASSOCIATION IS ESPECIALLY INTERESTED 


Now, the phases of the program which are before your committee, in 
which we are especially interested, include general investigations. I 
think there is sometimes a misconception, I do not mean that your com- 
mittee has a misconception, but that the publie generally has a mis- 
conception as to the number of authorized projects we have throughout 
the West. Outside of the Missouri Basin and the Central Valley in 
California there are only 4 authorized reclamation projects that 
are authorized and ready to go, and there is only 1 of those that 
is actually an irrigation project, and that is this Collbran project in 
western Colorado. 

We have noted particularly the statement of the President about 2 
weeks ago to the effect that if the occasion should arise where it is 
necessary to act. because of the economic conditions of the country, the 
administration is going to act promptly. Of course, everyone hopes 
that will never happen, but if it does happen, we are hopeful the ad- 
ministration can be prepared and ready with some , sound ¢con- 
structive reclamation projects in the West because we do not think of 
anything else that could put men to work so advantageously -as the 
development of reclamation projects, and, particularly, those which 
provide supplemental water to existing waters. 
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So, we are especially interested in funds for general investigations, 
and for that reason we would like to see an adequate list of projects 
on the shelf prepared, authorized, and ready to go if such an occasion 
should arise. 


FUNDS 


I would like to say that the president of our association sought $10 
million in the general investigation funds. 

In talking with some of the Bureau of Reclamation people and offi- 
cials they indicated that it might be difficult to use advantageously 
that much money in the next year, but we believe that they could use 
$7,500,000 to $8 million advantageously in general investigation work 
throughout the West. 


REDUCTIONS MADE BY THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Now, with respect to the reductions which have been made by the 
Bureau of the Budget on some of the going projects, I do not want 
to go into detail on those projects. I have some information about 
most of them, and I have visited most of them, and I am sure that 
you will have before you both from the Bureau of Reclamation, and 
from local organizations, men who can discuss the details of each 
individual project better than I can, but I have in mind a particular 
instance that took place out in Idaho several years ago that indicates 
what happens quite often when there is a curtailment of funds for 
the construction of a going project. 

As you know, I was watermaster on the Boise River out there. We 
just had the Anderson Ranch Reservoir nicely started when World 
War II came along. 

With the condition of affairs in Washington at that time it was 
decided that it was in the best interest of the war effort to curtail or 
stop the construction of the Anderson Ranch Reservoir. We did not 
say anything, and it was stopped, as you know. 

Two or 3 years later when it became evident that the tide of war 
was turning it seemed logical to go ahead with it, and we then asked 
to have it started again, and we went ahead and finished the project. 
The original cost of the project we estimated at $13 million, but the 
ultimate and final cost of the project ran about $18 million. 

I would not say all of that was due to shutting down or curtailing 
the construction program, but I do not think that there is any question 
but what a part, and a good part of that increased cost was due to that 
delay in the construction of that project. 

I aie attended a number of meetings, and I have talked with a 
number of people out there on these projects. 

Last fall, on the 3d of October, I attended a meeting of the Wash- 
ington State Reclamation Association which was held at Yakima, 
and they were very much concerned about the curtailment of the 
Columbia Basin project in Washington, because the project had been 
worked out, a project which they thought had been generally agreed 
upon between the Bureau of the Budget, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
and the Congress, and which had been accepted by the people of 
including the Columbia Basin Commission, the localities, 
and the local organizations, and they were all set up with their organ- 
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ization which was based upon a certain contemplated schedule of 
construction. Now, when the funds are reduced for proceeding with 
construction it slows down the progress of construction, but the over- 
head is still there, it is already established and it is pretty hard to 
get away from. ‘ 

Furthermore, the settlers are moving on to those projects and going 
to the expense of getting their land ready and they are building their 
homes and getting eatablished there aatictpeling a certain schedule 
for completion which has been announced to be effected. 


GILA PROJECT 


That is true again dowi on the Gila project in Arizona. 

I have had three long distance telephone calls on that project. from 
people out there just within the last 2 weeks. It is very disappointing 
to those people when they move out there and are told that the water 
pK alan able to them at a certain time, and then its delivery is 

elayed. 

Ibis not only disappointing to them, but it is sometimes disastrous, 
and even if the individual can stay and wait, wait until the water 
comes, it increases the cost of the project in almost every instance. 

I do not know that it is necessary, Mr. Chairman, unless you desire 
it, for me to go into a discussion of these various individual projects 
. because I am sure you will have men here from these projects who 
are much more familiar with them than I am to discuss each project 
individually and the peculiar problems facing them on each of those 
various projects. 


PALISADES PROJECT, IDAHO 


I happen to be quite familiar with the Palisades project in eastern 
Idaho. It is located about 350 miles from my old home. I know the 
trouble those people out there in the upper Snake River Valley went. 
to, and I know the problems involved with the State director, the 
Federal Government, and all others concerned to get that project 
going. I know, too, from many, many years of personal experience 
just what it means to the farmers on a project who are trying to make 
a go of it to run out of water in July, August, or the first of September. 
Sometimes that additional water can make the difference between 
the success and failure of a given crop. 

The Palisades project will provide supplemental water for 650,000 
acres, and for better than 1 million acres irrigated in the upper Snake 
River Valley. It is a very much needed project, and one which should 
proceed without interruption. 

In fact, almost all of these projects, to some extent at least, provide 
water to existing areas. 

yith respect to the new starts which these different groups are 
requesting, I know that they are coming down here, and quite a few 
of them have contacted me. I know they can tell and present their 
own story with respect to their own individual projects much better 
than I could present it to you. 

I am familiar with some ef them. 


BOSTWICK-LOVEWELL UNIT 


For instance, there is the Bostwick-Lovewell Dam, which is a dam 
on the creek adjacent to the Republican River, and which would be 
connected directly with the canal systems and the irrigation system 
there in that project. It would provide additional storage as well as 
flood-control protection, and the money that is needed there would 
permit the continuation of the irrigation system down into Kansas. 

That, I do not need to tell you, was in the very heart of what was 
the disastrous Dust Bowl and drought area in the thirties. They 
had about 10 years of pretty good moisture and crop years and got 
along pretty well for that time, but the last several years have gone 
dry again, and they really need that project. 


KIRWIN PROJECT 


Take the Kirwin project also. I do not think that is a new start. 
What they are asking there is for additional funds for the irrigation 
system. 

J ust a short time ago I received a letter from Mr. Caldwell, presi- 
dent of the irrigation district out there. I visited on the project and 
visited with him out there. He said that the people in that area of 
Kansas were hoping that they would not have any more large flood- 
control reservoirs and then have no means of getting that water out 
onto the land where they could use it for irrigation. 

These projects are listed here, and our positsion in respect to them 
is to be found in the statement which I filed for the record. 

I do not know that there is a great deal more that I could say or 
need to say. I appreciate the opportunity of coming up here to 
discuss this program with you. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Welsh, we thank you for coming before 
the committee and giving us an overall picture of what the Reclama- 
tion Association is recommending. You may be sure that this com- 
mittee will continue, as in the past, to give the fullest consideration 
to your recommendations and to those projects that are now under 
construction, and also to the matter of appropriating funds for inves- 
tigations. 

I do think, however, that possibly the word “investigation” is not 
the proper word to use, because, after all, it is not an investigation 
as the American people know investigations to be. It is actually 
research into determining whether or not a project is feasible and all 
of the facts concerning a project. While that may be properly 
termed an investigation, it is actually research and delving into a 
proposed project which has been requested for treatment by the Fed- 
eral Government. I have often thought that a better word could be 
found in lieu of the word “investigation.” However, be that as it 
may, again I assure you that we will continue, as before, in consider- 
ing all of these matters. At the same time we must also consider the 
fact that we have great strains on the taxpayers of America. 

While most of these projects are paying back all of the money that 
the taxpayers invest in them, yet we cannot go as fast as even the 
members of this committee would like to go, I am sure, in appropriat- 
ing money for the Bureau of Reclamation and for all these projects. 
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I might say advisedly that there is hardly a project in America that. 
is presented other than from the standpoint of what is best for 
America on the long pull. We take all of that into consideration when 
we mark up the bill and your assistance is appreciated in determining 
those things which this committee must deal with. 

So, I again thank you, Mr. Welsh. 

Mr. Wetsu. Mr. Chairman, I should say, too, that our association 
is very, very appreciative of the attitude of this committee, and the 
members of the association have so stated on numerous occasions. We 
think we have had just more than fair treatment from your committee. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you. 

Mr. Wetsu. We are hopeful that you will have a ope 
budget before you before this is over. Of course, we will not know 
until that time. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand that there is one on the way. 

Mr. Wetsu. I knew consideration was being given to it; I did not 
know what its status was, 

Mr. Jensen. Dr. Fenton? 

Mr. Fenton. I am very much interested in your statement, Mr. 
Welsh, that outside of the Missouri Basin and Central Valley of Cali- 
fornia there are only four authorized reclamation projects on which 
work has not yet started. Two of these are for power, 1 is for munici- 
pal water, and only 1 is for irrigation? 

Mr. We su. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Do you mind enumerating those? 

Mr. WetsH. The municipal water project is the Canadian River 
project in the Panhandle of Texas. The power project is in con- 
nection with the Mindoka project in Idaho. 

Mr. Fenton. What are the two power projects? 

Mr. Wetsu. I am not sure that I enumerate them here. Collbran 
is the irrigation pprodect. 

Mr. Fenton. How many acres does that irrigate? 


Pt eae It is a very small project. I could not tell you just 
offhand. 
Mr. Jensen. You can supply that for the committee records. 


Mr. Wetsu. Yes, sir, I will supply that. 

Mr. Fenton. What do you think of that kind of a program where 
2 out of the 4 projects, outside of the Central Valley and the Missouri 
Valley, are for power, one is for municipal water, and just one is a 
small irrigation project ? 

Mr. Wersu. Well, that is one of the primary reasons for our in- 
terest in what has been termed the general investigation fund. We 
would like to see a more adequate share of actual irrigation projects 
ready to go. Our interest was from the very beginning, when our 
association was organized, and still is in irrigation and in power only 
as being incidental to irrigation. 

Mr. Fenton. That is my understanding too. I think this commit- 
tee has always favored irrigation. ' 

Mr. Wetsu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. There are some of us who look with a little bit of hesi- 
tancy on projects which are multiple in purpose and that give so little 
irrigation, and which work to the detriment of some other areas of the 
country. I, for one, have always favored irrigation. 
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Mr. Wexsu. That has been the position of the association all of the 
way through, that our primary interest is in irrigation. Of course, 
in a good many cases, and in fact in almost all cases now power is 
necessary, but we believe it should be an incidental part of the develop- 
ment program in a river basin. 

Mr. Fenton. Speaking for myself, I do not like some of the projects 
that are coming in under the guise of irrigation, and have write-offs 
of over 50 percent for flood control. I think irrigation can stand on 
its own all right, but in areas where, over a period of years, they have 
shown there has not been any flood control necessary, they are coming 
in recently with data showing that in the past year or two there have 
been floods. It does not stand up with me at the moment. I hope 
they can justify their position a little better in those particular areas. 

That is all. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Norrell ? 

Mr. Norrett. You are always very informative and very helpful 
when you appear before the committee, Mr. Welsh. Your statement 
is very wang and very interesting. 

I do not believe I have any questions to ask, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Welsh; thank you. 

Mr. Wetsn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee. 


Monpay, Frnruary 15, 1954. 
SoLano Prosecr, CALIFORNIA 


WITNESSES 


HON. ROBERT L. CONDON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

E. H. UHL, REPRESENTING BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF SOLANO 
COUNTY AND SOLANO COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER 
CONSERVATION DISTRICT 

HOWARD STODDARD, ENGINEER, SOLANO COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL 
AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 

FREDERICK BOLD, JR., ATTORNEY FOR DISTRICT 


Mr. JENSEN. We are pleased to have with us today you gentlemen 
who are interested in the Solano project, California. 
Mr. Uhl, you have ——— before this committee in the past in 


behalf of this project. e are glad to have you present today. Do 
you have a statement you would like to make to the committee? 

Mr. Unt. Yes; I have a short prepared statement. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well, you may proceed. 

Mr. Unt. Thank you. 

My name is E. H. Uhl. I am appearing in support of the appro- 
priation for the Solano project in California. 

My appearance before this committee is authorized by, and on be- 
half of, the Board of Supervisors of Solano County, as well as for 
the Solano County Water Council, of which I am an executive com- 
mittee member. The board of supervisors of my county, as you al- 
ready know, also serves as the Solano County Flood Control and 
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Water Conservation District. With me today are Mr. Howard Stod- 
dard, engineer for the Solano County Flood Control and Water Con- 
servation District, and Mr. Frederick Bold, Jr., attorney for that 
district. These gentlemen are also authorized to represent the board 
of supervisors of the county. 

My occupation is farming. Except for 5 to 6 years attending the 
University of California and serving overseas in World War I, I have 
spent my entire life growing a wide variety of crops in the service 
area of the Solano project. I have irrigated, and I have dry-farmed. 
I have raised livestock, and I have drilled water wells. Ever since 
the Solano project was first proposed some 30 years ago, I have closely 
followed its progress. Heretofore, I have appeared 13 times before the 
legislative committees considering its authorizations and appropria- 
tions I feel that this experience qualifies me to give this committee 
the facts relating to the need for these appropriations. 

The Solano project consists of a multiple purpose dam know as the 
Monticello Dam, the reservoir having a capacity of 1,600,000 acre-feet ; 
a diversion dam; a main distribution canal approximately 38 miles 
long; and an irrigation distribution system. The project will pro- 
vide a firm annual yield of 262,000 acre-feet of water, of which about 
90 percent will be diverted to agricultural use and 10 percent to mu- 
nicipal, industrial, and domestic use. There are incidental flood con- 
trol benefits to be derived from the project, but there is no public 
power feature. The total cost is $47,111,000, which is 98 percent reim- 
bursable. Only $1,132,000 is allocated to flood control which is non- 
reimbursable. 

The first appropriation to the project was made in 1950. This was 
$100,000 for general investigation only. In 1951, $321,000 was al- 
lowed for preliminary plans and engineering service. By 1952, we 
were ready for construction; but, inasmuch as this conflicted with 
President Truman’s “no new starts” policy, no appropriation was 
made. For fiscal 1953, $3 million was appropriated to the project, 
but with a proviso that these funds be used only to prepare final plans 
and specifications and not to initiate construction “until there is a 
determination as to whether or not the project is to be constructed as 
a unit of the Central Valley project.” This determination was made 
after committees of both Houses conducted extensive hearings. The 
report of the special joint subcommittee of the Senate considering this 
matter concluded with the following: 

It is the finding of the joint subcommittee that construction of the project should 
proceed as presently authorized and not as a unit of the CVP. It is recommended 
that all actions necessary to initiate construction of the project be taken at 
once by the proper officials. 

The report of the House Interior Committee was to the same effect. 
Accordingly, in May of last. year, the Secretary of the Interior directed 
the Bureau of Reclamation to commence construction of the Solano 
project forthwith. Ground was broken in September 1953. 

The first phase of the construction now in progress is the building 
of a bridge just below the dam site and the relocation of State Highway 
No. 28. We are informed by the Bureau of Reclamation that by May 
15, 1954, and certainly not later than the first of June, all of the money 
thus far appropriated will have been spent. 
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The needs of the farmer today for Solano project water are greater 
than they have ever been before. Up to this moment, California’s. 
rainfall for the winter of 1953-54 is at least 60 percent below normal. 
This means that we are facing a year that could be as dry as any dur- 
ing the past 80 years for which we have records. For the past 344 
months, due to the recent drought, I have been forced to feed in 
excess of 4 tons of alfalfa hay to my sheep daily. The last 4 years, 
which, incidentally, were above normal in rainfall, did not raise the 
underground water level. To the contrary, the demands upon the 
underground supply for irrigation and municipal use exceeded the 
natural replenishment and lowered the water table. 

The principal cause for this overdraft upon the underground water 
supply is the recent phenomenal growth in the population of the 
county. The cities of Vallejo, Fairfield, Suisun, and Vacaville today 
have a combined population of over 100,000, From 1940 to 1950, the 
yopulation increase of Solano County was 114 percent, the second 
argest of any county in the State of California. Since 1950, this 
growth has continued. According to a special census, the city of 
Vallejo had a 34 percent gain in population from 1950 to 1952, and 
Fairfield increased 88 percent during the last 3 years. My own town 
of Vacaville has more than doubled its population since the war. 

This dynamic growth, which now shows no signs of abating, makes 
a supplemental water supply from the Solano project imperative. 
Not only is this a rapidly growing community—Solano County is a 
critical defense area. The national interest demands that the water 
needs of the Travis Air Force Base, with a strength of over 12,000 and 
of the great Mare Island Naval Shipyard, with a military and civilian 
force of no less than 23,000, must be met. Please bear in mind that 
Mare Island Navy Yard had 42,000 persons on V—J Day. 

Pressing as our needs are for municipal and industrial water, the 
demand of the farmer is even more acute. In 1932, there were 332 
irrigation wells in the service area of the project. Even with the 
falling water table, there are today more than 1,100. My own experi- 
ence in attempting to produce crops without irrigation has been a 
nightmare. The underground supply is inadequate to irrigate prop- 
erly and economically. 

Without suflicient water for irrigation, our economy shows up on 
the minus side of the ledger. I have over the previous years presented 
to this committee considerable data concerning our water problem, 
and for that reason [ am not going to take your valuable time to repeat 
them. However, I assure you, our need for water is greater today than 
ever; and any delay in the construction of the Solano project will 
seriously damage our welfare and progress. Agricultural studies 
conducted over the past 7 years since my first trip to Washington on 
behalf of this project indicate that the lands to be served by the project 
will lose $10 million for each year of delay. 

The budget before this committee calls for $8 million for this proj- 
ect for fiscal 1955. The Bureau’s project report requires $13 million 
for the second year of construction, namely, for fiscal 1955. Unless 
you allocate $13 million, you cannot build the project within the time 
that we should have it. I cannot emphasize too strongly the important, 
job that this committee has in recommending appropriations suffi- 
eient to complete the project on schedule. 
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_ Mr. Chairman, just to call your attention to 1 or 2 other things, here 
is a picture of the bridge just before a storm that occurred about 3 
weeks to a month ago, and this is a picture of the same area after 
the storm when some 34,000 second-feet of water rushed down here. 
That is taken from the dam site, looking down from the same bridge. 

I think that is all. I would like to add that I believe all of you 

entlemen were out there, except perhaps Mr. Kirwan, who has been in 

alifornia, of course, many times. Congressman Fenton was out there 
last year and saw this. This simply shows the dam site, and this was 
superimposed on the dam. 

If there are any questions, I will be glad to try to answer them. 

Mr. Jensen. I might ask, Mr. Uhl, has the controversy existing be- 
tween the groups of people in the area been pretty much resolved by 
this time? 

Mr. Unt. Yes, Mr. Chairman, that is pretty well cleared up. Of 
course, we always have a few gripers but outside of those people, 
within our own district, where there were a few who were misled, it is 
my information, that it is pretty well cleared up now. If we had a 
vote now, I think that more than 95 percent of the people would vote ; 
so as to be overwhelmingly popular. 

Mr. JensEN. Even in the area that was opposed to the project in 
the beginning 

Mr. Unn. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. I believe in your statement you said you had already 
which would be completely expended by the first 
of June 

Mr. Unt. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. In the justification, the statement indicates there will 
be $40,000 unexpended as of July 1. Of course I know the justifica- 
tion was made up early last fall, and at that time it was an estimate, 
but you say it will all be spent by the time you indicate? 

Mr. Unt. Yes. I was there some 10 days ago, Mr. Chairman, and 
I was told they were moving along very nicely. The construction engi- 
neer had the people take us around and pointed out the things that 
were being done and he assured me that—he was the construction 
engineer for the Bureau—that they would be completed by May 1. 
I think, to be more accurate, he said May 15, but he was really giving 
me the deadline. and I am sure it will all be completed by June 1. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Unt. The information we had was that the Bureau was very 
happy over what was being accomplished. Thev were doing some 
things that the Bureau itself did not require. They were doing a 
splendid job; the firm was well equipped and financed, and the Bureau 
is very happy about it. 

Mr. Jensen. Dr. Fenton was out and saw this project, did you not, 
Dr. Fenton? 

Mr. Fenton. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. I will turn the questioning over to Dr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenron. You said Vallejo had shown an increase in population 
of some 30 percent. Why is that? 

Mr. Unt. I would say generally that all areas, whether they happen 
to be cities which normally are built on the basis of something having 
to do with the Federal Government or not, or a military area, have 
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had a considerable increase. Some of them have increased as much 
as 34 percent. Vacaville, my own town, has shown a remarkable 
increase. It is near a military establishment, Travis Air Base, and 
all of these towns have shown a tremendous increase in population. 

Mr. Fenton. How Jong has this situation with respect to lack of 
water been going on in that area? 

Mr. Unt. It has been going on for many years. It has now become 
acute. I would say that it became more acute in the past 8 or 10 
years, Very acute. Were you referring, Congressman Fenton, to irri- 
gation water or use of water in cities and in homes? 

Mr. Fenton. To the cities that seem to be dependent upon your 
water supply. 

Mr. Unt. Yes. As you recall, perhaps a year ago, the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District furnished water to Vallejo, and that was 
a violation of the State law, to continue that, so they had to build a 
new pipeline. They needed water themselves. In 1946, the city of 
Oakland advised Vallejo that they could not provide water later than 
September 1952. Vallejo had to do something about its water im- 
mediately. That is also true of the town of Fairfield, and the Travis 
Air Base, along with the other places that were having a water prob- 
lem. Some of them were putting down deep wells. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the State of California itself doing? 

Mr. Unt. The State of California has done about everything it 
could consistent with its ability. You realize, of course, it cannot 
build a project of this nature, if we did wish to build it, because the 
cost to the farmers would be beyond their ability to pay. But they 
have cooperated exceptionally well. The Governor, the State engi- 
neers, the entire Water Resources Board of California have all co- 
operated in agreeing that this was a necessity. 

Mr. Fenton. Have any farmers gone out of business ? 

Mr. Unt. Well, I will not say they have gone out of business, but I 
can tell you that there are many of them who are not breaking even, 
and I can speak for myself. 

Mr. Fenton. I remember, you have been before the committee pre- 
viously, but here the Government is going into the business of supply- 
ing municipal water, and the rest of the country has to supply its own 
water needs. 

Mr. Unt. Ten percent of this water is for municipal requirements 
and the cost to them, 46 percent of the capital investment, and with- 
out that assistance the irrigators could not do it. I think it is an 
excellent arrangement. 

Mr. Fenton. What about the relocation of the road ? 

Mr. Unt. That is underway at the present time. 

Mr. Fenron. In other words, the Federal Government has to relo- 
cate a road because we are giving a project to California—and we are 
not quarreling with you people for wanting it—but the Federal Gov- 
ernment has to bear the cost of relocating the road. It would seem 
there ought to be enough interest in the local people to relocate the 
road. 

Mr. Unt. Congressman, as you no doubt found out when you were 
there, that road is in the center of the proposed reservoir, and would 
be inundated and would have to be relocated. The inundation of the 
road now existing is more or less in the area of the dam site. And in 
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this case, it will be on the south side of the dam, some 2 miles, and 
some 21% miles up on this side [ pointing to map]. 

Mr. Fenton. I have seen the road. 

Mr. Unt. Yes. The road, of course, goes through the reservoir. 

Mr. Fenton. That is the point I am trying to bring out. 

Mr. Un. Yes. 

Mr. Fenvon. If the Federal Government is good enough to provide 
the project of some $40 million, plus, it would seem that the State of 
California and those involved should relocate the road without calling 
upon the people of the entire country. 

Mr. Unt. This road, of course, 1s a necessity, and perhaps Mr. 
Stoddard could answer the question better than I because he is an 
engineer. 

Mr. Sropparp. The relocation of the road, after all, is in the nature 
of taking care of the severance problems, which are ordinarily part 
of acquiring the rights-of-way. 

Mr. Fenvon. The road itself is going to be inundated, that is the 
cost of a part of the project. 

Mr. Sropparp. That is true, but the cost of the road is a part of the 
a cost, that will be repaid by the water users of Solano 

ounty. 

Mr. Fenton. The road will be reimbursable / 

Mr. Sropparp. Yes. 

Mr, Jensen. Then with the exception of that part, that is charged 
off for flood control, which amounts to about 2 percent, 98 percent 
of the project is reimbursable, including the se construction ? 

Mr. Sropparp. That is correct; the road construction is part of the 
overall project cost. 

Mr. Fenton. The State of California has some interest in this proj- 
ect? Does it not have a project of its own totaling some $70 million ? 

Mr. Unt. No, sir. 

Mr. Sropparp. I do not know of any such project. They have pro- 
posed the so-called Feather River project but that is only in the very 
early planning stage. 

Mr. Frnron. How far from this project is that located ? 

Mr. Unt. That is 50 miles, roughly, mostly north; 50 to 60 miles. 

Mr. Sropparp. That is a very comprehensive project. It proposes 
the transfer of water from the Feather River Basin as far south in 
California as San Diego. 

Mr. Unt. This is 50 or 60 miles from our service area. 

Mr. Fenton. The first. thing they ask us on any little project we 
develop or try to establish in the east is, what is the State going to 
do about it: what is the State of Pennsylvania going to do about this 
project, or what is the county doing; that is what we are faced with. 

Mr. Uut. Yes, I understand. 

Mr. Fenron. And we do not get anywhere. 

That is why I was asking what the State of California is doing. 

Mr. I understand. 

Mr, Fenton. I do not believe the people are all poor people. 

Mr. Unv. I wonder if I would be presumptuous in making this 
statement, Mr. Chairman: That, looking ahead, which is what we 
must do, for this project is going to be there for a long, long time, in 
50 years the project will be repaid, and will repay to the Federal 
Government, based upon Bureau studies, and on independent reports, 
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we will have returned in that period of 50 years, the cost of the project 
and will have paid to the Federal Government in income tax a con- 
siderable portion of some 400 to 500 million which we will have 
earned because of this project in that 50-year period. We know the 
value of water, and without it we are in trouble. 

Mr. Fenvon. I have been in California. 

Mr. Unt. Your State of Pennsylvania is a wonderful State, 
inasmuch as you do not have a water problem. 

Mr. Fenton. We are beginning to get it. 

Mr. Unt. I mean not as serious as we have. 

Mr. Fenton. The point is that with this increase in population, 
and due to the lack of water supply over here, why was it necessary 
to establish all of these installations when you knew they were going 
to have the water problems ¢ 

Mr. Unt. In that regard, so far as Mare Island is concerned, I can- 
not answer. But Travis Air Base is within 6 miles of my home, and 
I know their water problem. I was one of those who shared in the 
study in the planning for the Air Force there, looking for a place 
to build, and we did not worry about water, we did not think about 
that becoming a problem. We were looking for a place that would 
meet the needs, of where they could lift the very heavy loads by 
planes, but I never thought anything about the fact that they did not 
have water. But that goes back some 15 years. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say, Mr. Uhl, that is nothing unusual for 
the military not to worry about water. They have been creating great 
facilities at a lot of places where the water supply was very deficient, 


when they could have built the facilities where they had an abundant 
supply of water, so you are not unique in that respect. 
r. Fenron. Is the Feather River pap owned by the State ? 
i 


Mr. Stopparp. It is my understanding that an economic study of 
the project. is underway and economically feasibility has not yet been 
determined. That is the reason I said it was in the early planning 
stages, they have not determined if it is economically feasible at this 
time. 

Mr. Fenron. Well, if they continue to go through to completion of 
the Solano project, it might be that the people in the Feather River 
area could say, well, you helped on the Solano, why not help us now? 

Mr. Unt. We have a 3.8 to 1 ratio. It may be that the other 
projects cannot so qualify in which case they could not obtain that 
help or assistance. 

Mr. Fenton. Those are questions that arise in my mind, and I speak 
of them as I find them. 

Mr. Unt. Surely. 

Mr. Fenton. But I would like to make this observation, that in all 
other parts of the country they meet their own municipal supply re- 
quirements of water. While it is true that the appropriation calls for 
repayment, yet how much interest do you pay ? 

Mr. Unt. I believe it is fixed at 214 or 3 percent, is it not? 

Mr. Sropparp. The city will continue to pay, throughout the period 
unti! their allocation is paid out. It will pay at the rate of $15 an 
acre-foot and afterward, T do not know the exact number of years, 
but after the 25 years is over, they will continue to pay for the terms of 
the repayment, so in effect, they will be subsidizing to some extent the 
agricultural area. 
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Mr. Bunce. You do not pay 3 percent, I do not believe. 

Mr. Sropparp. It figures out, as I understand, between 214 and 3 
percent, when you take into account the fact that their emer will 
continue, so you can treat that extra payment after the allocation has 
been met, in excess of interest on the original cost. 

Mr. Jensen. Any questions, Mr. Budge, on this project? 

Mr. Buper. I was going to ask about the highway across the creek 
but I understand that has been gone into, and I will not ask any more 
questions, except to say that I understand the proposal was that it be 
a reimbursable item. I think that should be looked into because, even 
though it might become a reimbursable item, I think it is something 
that should not be saddled on the water users, if it can be avoided. 

Mr. Unv. We would like that. 

Mr. Buper. I would like the record to show just what interest you 
are paying, and I can appreciate you do not have the actual facts 
before you now, but I would like you to submit a little statement for 
the record showing just what the interest payment is. I think the 
committee would appreciate having that. 

Mr. Sropparp. We can supply that. 

Mr. Bupcr. That does not relate to municipal water. 

(The information requested follows :) 


Interest on municipal and industrial water 


Total anticipated revenue from municipal and industrial water____ $13, 126, 
Allocation of project cost to municipal and industrial water 2, 653, 000 


Surplus municipal and industrial revenue credited to irrigation_._._ 8, 491, 300 
Surplus municipal and industrial revenue credited to interest 1, 981, 700 
Interest at 2.6 percent would equal___ aii 1, 518, 000 

Mr. Convon. Can I make just one brief observation, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, we will be very glad to have a statement from 
you, Congressman. 

Mr. Convon. There are two thing which I would like to point out 
to the committee. First of all, of course, as Mr. Uhl pointed out, is 
the extraordinary good benefit ratio of 3.8 to 1 estimated for this 
project. 

Mr. JENsEN. Yes. 

Mr. Conpon. And, second, I would like to emphasize that the water 
users are prepared to enter into a contract, and have by resolution, 
absolutely guaranteeing the entire reimbursement of every bit of the 
money except 2 percent which was allocated to the flood-control pur- 

oses. In excess of that, they guarantee the reimbursement so every 
it of it will come back to the Government. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Convon. Now, in respect to the observation about what the 
State of California itself is doing, I think two things can be said about 
the State of California: In the first place, we have had a greater influx 
of population hitting our economy than has existed among the other 
States. The State of California has increased from 7 million to near 
12 million, since the 1940 census. We have bonded ourselves for school 
pur in excess of $400 million in the past 5 years. 

We are bonding ourselves for building roads. 

I think the State of California has a very good record with respect 
to the use of its credit and so on, and in bonding itself for the necessary 
things that have been brought about with the tremendous influx of 
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people, which has hit our economy. I feel that the $47 million plus 
that is involved in this project, for which we have pledged ourselves, 
and which has a benefit ratio such as this project, offers a concrete indi- 
cation of what we are trying to do. I sincerely hope that the com- 
mittee will see the way clear to recommend the amount requested. 

Mr. Jensen. The State of California, when Horace Greeley said, 
“Go west, young man, go west,” went a little further and said, “Come 
to California, young man, come to California.” Now, you have a 
tremendous population and you are having to provide schools and 
everything else. 

Mr. Convon. We have been growing tremendously. 

Mr. Jensen. You have taken care of everything except some of 
the irrigation projects, and the Federal Government has been kind 
enough to help you out in that regard. 

Mr. Connon. Yes. 

Mr. JeNsEN. But the population of California has been raised tre- 
mendously. 

Mr. Connon. Within a very short time. 

Mr. Kirwan. Except during the period when they would not let 
you come in, unless you had $100. 

Mr. Connon. That was one city—— 

Mr. Kirwan. But your Governor put out the order to that effect. 

Mr. JensEN. I have been in California a good many times and I 
have enjoyed being out there a great deal. I can see why people like 
to live in California, but I can also understand what the problems 
are when it comes to taking care of the folks they have invited out 
there. The people took you seriously and came out and I do not 
think any of them are sorry that they did. Once in a while, you know, 
we on this committee wonder how much longer and how many more 
millions of dollars we are going to be asked to appropriate because of 
the fact that you folks did say, “Come to California, young man, come 
to California.” 

I think this project will pay out, as you have indicated, and I do 
not think there is much more to say about it at this time. We do 
appreciate the fact that you have come before the committee and 
given us the information that you have. We are glad to have you 
before the committee. 

One of our jobs, and one of the things that makes us a great country 
is that we undertake to take care of our own people. That is what 
we are trying to do here. We are asked, as Members of Congress, to 
try to take care of our own — and we have to look after that 
job. That is one of the things that help make this a great country. 
I know there are many countries around the world which do not take 
the same view as we do in America, to look out for ourselves and our 
families. What is good for us and our families is going to be good 
for all of the country. 

Mr. Unw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. We have little sovereign governments of our own; 
some 40 million American homes, in each of which “Ma and Pa” have a 
little sovereign government of their own. That is what has made this 
country great. That is an entirely different theory from some other 
countries, where they are told to look out for the state and the state 
will look out for you. It does not work out that way. I am for our 
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own system, where the family looks out for, its own, and where our 
people try to look out for each other. It may be that sometimes we 
appear to be too ambitious, but nevertheless, that is one of the things 
that has made America great. 

I made a trip about 11 weeks’ around the world, and I saw countries 
where they taught the first responsibility was to the state, and where 
they forgot to look after themselves. They are in a terribly distress- 
ing condition, and I hope that we will continue to provide for 
ourselves. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Unx. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Stoddard has a short statement. 

Mr. JENSEN. Have we not pretty well covered the items you had in 
your statement ¢ 

Mr. Stopparp. I go into a little more detail with respect to some of 
them. 

Mr. Jensen. We will be very glad to hear you, Mr. Stoddard. 

Mr. Sropparp. Thank you. 

I am Howard Stoddard, civil engineer, partner in the firm of Stod- 
dard & Karrer, civil engineers, with offices in Los Banos and Fresno, 
Calif. I graduted from the University of California in 1936 with the 
degree of bachelor of science in civil engineering. I have been a regis- 
tered civil engineer in California since 1942. I am a member of the 
—— Society of Civil Engineers and of the American Geophysical 

nion. 

I was employed as an engineer by the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation on the Central Valley project, California, for 12 years. 
from 1936 to 1948. In 1948, I resigned from the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and established an office for the private practice of civil engineer- 
ing at Los Banos, Calif., specializing in irrigation and allied water 
matters. Since 1948, I have been actively engaged in these activities. 
expanding the practice to a firm and opening an office at Fresno, Calif., 
in 1952. 

Our firm is retained as consulting engineers by a number of irriga- 
tion and water districts. We also serve as city engineers for the city 
of Chowchilla, Calif., and perform civil-engineering services for other 
agencies and individuals. 

Our irrigation clients include: Solano County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District, Solano Irrigation District, Chowchilla 
Water District, Madera Irrigation District, San Luis Water District. 
Penoche Water District, Farmers’ Water District, James Irrigation 
- tre Kings River Conservation District, and Fresno Irrigation 

istrict. 

I am appearing before you on behalf of the Solano County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District to urge your committee to 
recommend an increase in the appropriation for the Solano project 
for the fiseal year 1955 from the proposed $8 million to $18,282,860. 
This is the appropriation necessary to meet the construction schedule 
devised by the Bureau of Reclamation and set forth in its definite plan 
report for the Solano project. ati 

e have here a project under construction. The first appropriation 
for construction was made equal to the requirement set forth by the 
Bureau in the definite report. It will be necessary to continue appro- 
priating according to the amounts appearing in that report. if the 
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project is to be completed according to schedule. Adherence to the 
schedule is essential: (1) if costs are to be minimized by preventing an 
extended construction program; and (2) because of the effect of proj- 
ect completion on the economy of Solano County. 

It is well known that the following of an orderly, planned construc- 
tion schedule results in savings in cost. It is in the national interest to 
save costs wherever possible. It is also in the interest of the water 
users and Solano County as a whole to save as much as possible, since 
they must repay virtually the entire cost of the project. 

Completion of this project means an estimated increase in agri- 
cultural production in the Solano Irrigation District valued. at $8 
million per year. Details of this estimate appear at pages 80 and 81 
of the report on hearings on H. R. 5927, before a Subcommittee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Public Lands, House 
of Representatives, 80th Congress, 2d session, held on April 12 to 27, 
1948. 

We are hoping your committee will agree that it is sound economics 
to increase the appropriation for the Solano project for fiscal year 
1955 to $13,282,860. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Bold, did you wish to make a statement to the com- 
mittee ¢ 

Mr. Bown. Just briefly, Mr. Chairman. 

For the record, my name is Frederick Bold, Jr. I am an attorney 
of Richmond, Calif. My office represents Solano County Flood Con- 
trol and Water Conservation District. The district is governed by 
the board of supervisors of Solano County and its territorial limits 
are coterminus with the county. 

The committee this afternoon raised a question about the roads to 
be relocated as a part of the project. The service area of the project is 
in Solano County. The reservoir which will be created by the dam 
will be located in the adjacent county, Napa County. The Bureau’s 
project report states that certain necessary roads will be relocated, 
consisting in a portion of California Highway No. 28 and a northern 
link approximately 11 miles long. 

That is all the County of rl is asking for. Owr neighboring 
county of Napa is recommending that a perimeter road be built all 
the way around the reservoir. However, that is an additional 37 miles 
of road and the cost would be approximately six times the value of 
the land it would serve. 

That; was a local idea, from Napa County, and it is not our idea. We 
recommend only those roads described in the Bureau's report on the 
project. 

Mr. JENSEN. How many miles is there for that / 

Mr. Botp. Approximately 31. The relocation of Highway No. 28 
is about 20 miles; and the north link about 11 miles. 

Mr. Jensen. That would be 31 miles. 

Mr, Bown. May I file with the committee for inclusion in the record 
a resolution adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of 
Solano on the of roads? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Borp. The significant portion of this resolution is as follows: 
The board of supervisors resolve that “the Bureau relocate and recon- 
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struct only such other roads of a suitable type as are reasonably neces- 
sary and can be feasibly and economically built.” 
(The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD oF SUPERVISORS OF SOLANO CoUNTY IN THE MATTER OF 
ACCEss ROaDs TO THE MONTICELLO RESERVOIR 


Whereas the United States of America, acting through the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, Department of the Interior, has approved the Solano project, and is now 
engaged in the first stages of construction thereof ; 

And whereas a portion of the State highway will be inundated and rendered 
useless in its present location ; 

And whereas certain other county roads will be inundated and rendered use 
less in their present location ; 

And whereas the Bureau of Reclamation has let and will hereafter let con- 
tracts for road construction, the cost of which will be included in the Solano 
project and a substantial portion of which will be chargeable thereto and reim- 
bursable by the water users: Be it therefore 

Resolved, That the Board of Supervisors of Solano County request the relocation 
and reconstruction of the State highway so as to provide proper connections with 
the balance of the highway system the costs of which construction will be charge- 
able to the Solano project; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Bureau relocate and reconstruct only such other roads of 
a suitable type as are reasonably necessary and can be feasibly and economically 
built to provide access to the class of land for which they will be required to 
serve. The costs of these roads to be chargeable to the Solano project: It is 
further 

Resolved, That certified copies of this resolution be forwarded to the Bureau 
of Reclamation, and to the Board of Supervisors of the county of Napa, State of 
California. 

I, Lewis Morrill, county clerk of Solano County, and ex-officio clerk of the 
board of supervisors of said county, do hereby certify that the above and fore- 
going resolution was regularly introduced, passed, and adopted by said board 
at a regular meeting thereof held February 1, 1954, by the following vote: 

Ayes: Supervisors—Church, Goheen, Kilby, and Mowers. 

Noes: Supervisors—none. 

Absent: Supervisors—Morrison. 

Witness my hand and the seal of said board this Ist day of February 1954. 


Lewis Clerk. 


Mr. Jensen. Any fufther questions. 

Mr. Buver. Mr. Bold, you feel that the Federal Government has 
no interest. When the Federal Government invests money in a recla- 
mation project at this rate of interest, the interest on the money over a 
period of 50 years will represent a repayment of the peepee at 2 per- 
cent. Certainly the Government has an interest as well as your county 
and the adjoining county. I think that should be clear. 

Mr. Bop. Indeed so, and we are aware of the fact that the com- 
mittee must always look to the national interest. 

The roads that are to be relocated are important ones, and they are 
japan to the economy of the State, and for that matter, of the 

ation. 

Mr. Bunce. This is not the road building committee, of course. 

Mr. Bon, I a preciate that. 

Mr. Fenton. Would you point out on the map on the wall just 
where these roads are? 

Mr. Born. I will be happy to do that, and I have prepared a photo- 
stat copy of the map which shows the location of the road. 

Mr. Jensen. We will be very glad to have that for the use of the 
committee but it cannot be printed in the record. — ; 

Mr. Botp. The first road would be relocation of Highway No. 28, 
from a point immediately below the main Monticello Dam, skirting the 
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reservoir and then rejoining highway 28 at a point I am indicating 
on the map. 

Mr. Jensen. At what point is that? What is the nearest town? 

Mr. Bory. There is no town here, It just rejoins State Highway 
No. 28 about 20 miles west of the dam. 

Mr. JeNspn- Very well. 

Mr. Bop. The second relocation is in the northern link. That road 
will take off here [indicating] and proceed to a point in the vicinity 
of Adams. That is an 11-mile section that wilt replace this main 
road running through the valley. 

Mr. Fenton. Is hy a road in the reservoir site at the dam? 

ie Boxp. It is presently a north-south road running through the 
valley. 

Mr. Fenton. Yes; I recall that one. 

Mr. Boxp. The people in Napa County would like to see a road along 
the eastern perimeter of the reservoir which would be in here [indicat- 
ing], and another one on the western perimeter [indicating]. But 
this is grazing land [indicating]. 

Mr. Fenrron. If my recollection of the terrain is correct, I do not 
see how you could run a road along the perimeter of the lake. It is 
down in a valley now and you would have to go up on higher land. 

Mr. Jensen. How wide will the valley be between the perimeter of 
the lake and the mountains ? 

Mr. Unt. When the lake is inundated the widest portion would be 
31% miles wide. 

Nearly all of that above the lake itself will have a gradual slope, in 
most cases. However, I wish to reiterate that nothing but the poorest 
of grazing land, the road would be six times the cost of all those 
grazing lands. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, that is not in this request for 1955, at least. 

Mr. Unt. No, but it may be requested. 

Mr. Botp. We are not asking for any roads other than those abso- 
lutely necessary and as recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. JensEN. Thank you, gentlemen. ; 


Monpay, Fesrvary 15, 1954. 


Nationa Park Service 
WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN B. BENNETT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 

JAMES WESCOAT, CHAIRMAN, ISLE ROYALE NATIONAL PARK 
COMMISSION 

CARL WINKLER, COMMISSION MEMBER 

W. C. VEALE, COMMISSION MEMBER 

GABRIEL CHOPP, COMMISSION MEMBER 


ISLE ROYALE NATIONAL PARK 


Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have before the committee at this 
time, Congressman John Bennett, who is here with a group of his 
constituents on a Park Service item. 
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We are always pleased to have you with us, Mr. Bennett, and we 
would be glad to hear your testimony and the testimony of these 
gentlemen that appear with you. 

Would you introduce each one of them at this time, so we will know 
what their job is and their interest in this item ? 

Mr. Bennetr. On my right is Mr. James Wescoat, Chairman of the 
Isle Royale National Park Commission. Also, Mr. Carl Winkler, 
Mr. Veale, and Mr. Gabriel Chopp, who are members of the Com- 
mission. 

This is a commission, created by the Michigan State Legislature, 
to interest itself in trying to do something to make Isle Royale Na- 
tional Park a useful park, and to try to make it the kind of a park 
the Congress intended it to be when it was created some 10 or 12 years 
ago. 

I just want to make a brief statement, Mr. Chairman, about the sit- 
uation, and Mr. Wescoat, the chairman, will speak for the entire com- 
mission. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Bennett. Briefly, the reason we are here today is because Isle 
Royale National Park has been one of the real orphans of the National 
Park System. I think probably less money has been expended on that 
park since its creation than any other national park in our entire sys- 
tem. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the significance of that park? 

Mr. Bennett. This park was created by an act of Congress, I think 
in 1931. 

It is out in the middle of Lake Superior. It is a natural beauty spot. 
It is 45 miles in length, and about 9 miles in width, and comprises 
about 200-odd square miles of area. 

It is inhabited by certain types of wild game, predominantly moose. 
It has the largest moose heads, so I am told, of any other place on 
this continent, and there are other forms of wildlife, of course. There 
are streams on the island, and fishing. 

Years ago, before the white man came over here, the Indians mined 
copper on this island. There are copper deposits there. 

3efore Congress declared it to be a national park and purchased the 
property, it was owned by private individuals, and there were various 
resorts about the island. Years ago there were boats on the Great 
Lakes that went from Buffalo to Duluth and traversed Lake Superior 
north and south and Port Arthur and Port William, across various 
places in the United States. That traffic has largely disappeared on 
the lake, and, of course, the island is accessible only by water. I think 
ol ire is the nearest point from the island to the mainland in 
Michigan. 

Now, a strange thing has oceurred. We think when the Federal 
Government made a national park of this thing, to establish it. and 
maintain it as a national beauty spot, the fact is, less people have been 
able to use this park since the Government has taken it over and less 
has been done in the way of improvements since the Government took 
it over than was the case before Uncle Sam entered the picture. 

During the last 10 years, the capital expenditures the Government 
has made on this park were $225,000 ; $39,000 of that was for reads and 
trails, $130,000 for, buildings and other. structures—docks, wharves. 
and so forth—and $56,000 for utilities. Bi | 
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Now, all that has been done during that period, as you can see, is 
the bare minimum. I realize that we have been in two wars, and our 
economy has necessarily been in the direction of curtailment of spend- 
ing and things like this, but if we are going to maintain our national 
yark system and are going to get the ultimate benefit and use that was 
intended out of great beauty spots like this, some money has to be spent 
to do it. 

The Park Service has formulated a plan, a development — which 
would cost several million dollars to put new buildings on, develop new 
trails, build docks, harbor facilities, and what not, over a period of 
years. We are not asking that this committee approve that kind of a 
program at this time. But we do feel that inasmuch as the very bare 
minimum has been appropriated over the last 10-year period, hardly 
enough for just ordinary maintenance, we feel we are justified in ping 
you to give us enough money to get this development program started. 

I have a report here from the director of the National Park Service, 
stating as follows: 

The Service’s master plan for development of Isle Royale Park amounts to 
several million dollars. At the present time the park is relatively underde- 
veloped. Because of the park’s proximity to large centers of population, there 
is a critical need for visitor-use facilities, in order to wake the park available for 
public use as contemplated by Congress when it established the park. 

The following projects, listed in the order of priority, would be necessary to 
initiate the development of the park— in other words, to get something started 
and underway—Washington Harbor—which is a harbor at the west end of the 
island, and I would like to show the committee a map so you can follow this. 

Mr. Wescoar. Washington Harbor is down at this end. 

Mr. Bennerr. Washington Harbor is at the west end. The Park 
Service recommends for construction there a multiple cabin con- 
taining 16 units, each with a bath. The existing units do not even 
provide the minimum accommodations necessary. In other words, 
there isn’t any accommodation on the island that has toilet facili- 
ties. There are outdoor facilities, or there are few indoor, but there 
is no water supply, except for wells, and you have to go dip the pail 
into the well to get the water. 

And, at that same site, Washington Harbor, they recommend 
campground developments, eight campsites at a cost of $2,600. 

From there, over to Rock Harbor—that is on the eastern end of the 
island—and is the place where the most tourist accommodations are 
available at the present time. As a matter of fact, the whole island 
will only accommodate some 72 or 78 at the most at any one time. 

These facilities for the use of the island are particularly important 
when you recognize that it is out in the middle of the lake, and un- 
less you fly over—and you would have to have an amphibious plane, 
and as a practical matter it is not feasible because these harbors are 
all rockbound, and there are shoals in them, and underground rocks, 
and they are very dangerous. So the only way you can get there is 
by boat. It takes 6 or 7 hours in an ordinary boat to get there from 
the mainland and that much time to get back. But when you arrive 
there is no place to stay. 

So, at Rock Harbor Lodge, the Park Service suggests 2 multiple 
cabins, each containing 16 units, making a total of 32 units there. 

The present accommodations are old and quite primitive and ex- 
pensive to operate. A sewer project at a cost of $164,000; a sewage- 
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disposal system for $58,000; a water system and pumphouse for $40,- 
000; and 6 campsites at that area at $2,600, 

And then, over at Malone Bay, they recommend 20 campsites at a 
cost of $21,000. 

Now, at the present time, the only means of public transportation 
from the mainland to the park is in the Park Service's boat, a 115- 
foot boat, and the Coast Guard will only permit a maximum of 16 
passengers per trip. The Park Service runs that boat twice a week, 
during the summer season. The only other means of transporta- 
tion is by private motor launch or Chris Craft or whatever else an 
individual may have, other than commercial fishermen, who make 
the trip across there. 

Now, as the chairman of the State Park Commission will point 
out, this park could be of intense and great value to the economic 
development of that entire part of the country. The third most im- 
portant industry in Michigan is the tourist business. I think Wis- 
consin has a similar ratio. The northern part of Minnesota, the 
same way. 

But, unless something is started to put that park at least on a little 
better than just a plain primitive basis, as far as accommodations are 
concerned, it is going to take some modest amounts of money to get 
it started, and inasmuch as not a thing has been done, except the bare 
minimum, over all these years, we feel justified in requesting—and 
we think the committee will be justified in allowing it—— 

Mr. Jensen. How much money altogether? 

Mr. Bennerr. The amount recommended by the Park Service to 
initiate this preliminary plan is $371,000. 

Mr. Jensen. In addition to the $112,000—— 

Mr. Bennett. The $148,000 that has been authorized. 

Mr. Jensen. I only note $112,000 now, $112,951, in three items; 
management protection, maintenance, and construction and utilities, 
making a total of $112,951. 

There must be some road money. 

Mr, Bennett. This is the budget estimate for 1955, $143,000. 

Mr. Jensen. Then there is road money in the budget? 

Mr, Bennett. Roads and trails are in there for $10,000. Utilities, 
$42,000. Rehabilitation facilities, $17,000. 

Then this FM radio station—— 

Mr. Jensen. What is that? 

Mr. Bennett. The FCC is requiring them to put in an FM system. 
They have a regular AM system from the island to the mainland. You 
see, the Park Service has its office over on the mainland, in Michigan, 
and in order to communicate with their people on the island, they 
have to do it by radio, The radio they have is adequate enough, I 
guess, for their purposes, but the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion says they have to have an FM system to comply with other sys- 
tems that the Coast Guard and other branches of the Government 
use. 

The AM system doesn’t work as well during stormy weather. 

Mr. Jensen. You have the items listed there? 

Mr. Bennerr. I have a letter here which I would like to put in the 
record, a letter addressed to me, from the Assistant Director of the 
National Park Service, which sets up these proposed items. 

Mr. Jensen. All right; we will insert that in the record, without 
objection. 


4 

& 

| 


1391 


(The letter referred to follows :) 


UnItTeD STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
Hon. Joun B. BENNETT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. BENNETT: In response to your telephonic request of February 11, 
the following. data are submitted with respect to the development of Isle Royale 
National Park. The development funds made available by projects for the park 
during the last 10-year period are as follows: 


Type of development : Amount 
Roads and trails 
Buildings and other structures 


The Service’s master plan for the development of Isle Royale National Park 
amounts to several] million dollars. At the present time the park is relatively 
undeveloped. Because of the park’s proximity to large centers of population, 
there is a critical need for visitor-use facilities in order to make the park available 
for public use as contemplated by Congress when it established the park. 

The following projects listed in the order of priority would be necessary to 
initiate the development of the park: 


Developments required at Isle Royale National Park 


Washington Harbor: 
Multiple cabin containing 16 units, each with bath ______-_________ $82, 000 
Existing units do not provide even the minimum accommo- 
dations necessary, This unit will more than double the existing 
facilities. 
Campground development, 8 campsites__...-..--__..-_-.------_-- 2, 600 
There are no existing facilities for camping. There are a 
sufficient number of fishermen and vacationers who visit the 
island, but do not patronize the concession accommodations to 
justify these camping facilities. The work would include tables, 
fireplaces, and pit toilets. 
Rock Harbor Lodge: 
Two multiple cabins each containing 16 units with bath at a cost 
The present accommodations are old, quite primitive, and 
expensive to operate. These units will provide needed service to 
the public. Nore.—The sewer and water projects listed below 
will be required to serve these units. 
Sewage disposal system 
Water system and pump house 
Both the sewer and water facilities at Rock Harbor Lodge are 
barely adequate for the existing plant and both must be ex- 
panded to take care of any expansion of the plant. 
Campground development, 6 campsites 
There are no existing facilities for camping. There are a 
sufficient number of visitors who cannot afford to stay at the 
lodge to justify these camping facilities. The work would in- 
clude tables, fireplaces, and pit toilets. 
Malone Bay and Daisy Farm: 
Campground development, 20 campsites__...-..-_.-..-.-------__. 
These areas are quite popular with fishermen and campers, 
but there are no existing facilities. The work would include 
tables, fireplaces, pit toilets, shelters, and, at Malone Bay, a 
k. 


Sincerely yours, 
Humtory A. Touson, 
Assistant Director. 
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Mr. Bennett. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce Mr. 
Wescoat, the chairman of our State commission. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Wescoat. 

Mr. Wescoatr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
committee. 

In September 1921, a movement was started to make Isle Royale a 
ntictiat park. In February of 1924, a letter to President Coolidge 
caused an Executive order to be written withdrawing from homestead, 
sale, or exchange, all unappropriated lands. Since that time, promi- 
nent. public-minded officials, including the late Senator Vandenberg, 
worked toward the preservation and establishment of the park. 

In March of 1931, a bill was passed by the Congress to establish 
Isle Royale as a national park. In May of 1935, Federal and State 
moneys were set aside to purchase privately owned lands on the 
island. When complete title was acquired by the State, the island 
was then turned over to the Department of the Interior. 

Due to World War IT. the formal dedication of Isle Royale was 
delayed until August of 1946, when the then Governor Kelly of Mich- 
igan, at a ceremony on Mott Island, park headquarters, turned the 
island over to the Department of the Interior. At that time, good 
and valid promises were made for the development of the park by 
representatives of the Department of the Interior. 

While the number of visitors to other areas administered by the 
National Park Service has increased enormously each vear—44 million 
in 1952—the number of visitors to Isle Royale has decreased. Cur- 
rently, Isla Royale draws less visitors than any other park in the 
system. It has long been realized that the lack of transportation to 
and from the island and accommodations on the island, the develop- 
ment of trails, and other facilities, has long been entirely inadequate 
to accommodate the thousands who have expressed an interest in seek- 
ing Isle Royale’s recreational facilities and climatic benefits. 

The island is the home of the largest moose herd in the United 
States. Beaver, squirrels, snowshoe rabbits, coyotes are common, and 
birds nest in the area throughout the summer months. During the 
spring and fall, migrations of many varieties may be seen. 

Isle Royale is an archipelago comprised of more than 200 small 
islands, lying just inside the international boundary. It is approxi- 
mately 45 miles northwest of the Keweenaw Peninsula of northern 
Michigan. The main island is the largest in Lake Superior. It is 
45 miles long and 9 miles wide. The total area is 210 square miles. 
There are over 70 lakes on the island, the largest having an area of 6 
square miles. These many lakes and streams abound in fish. The 
island’s heavily wooded slopes and rocky shoreline add infinitely to 
the charm of this vacationers’ paradise. 

The history of the island is extremely interesting and dates back to 
prehistoric times. This early history is the result of man’s everlasting 
search for the precious metal, copper. Evidence of prehistoric min- 
ing apenas still exist on the island. 

otanists and wildflower enthusiasts find that the island is the home 
of one of the widest and most interesting varieties of flora found any- 
where. More orchids grow in this area than in any other place in the 
United States. 

This national park maintains no highways for automobiles. In- 
stead, paths and trails lead through its forest and small launches carry 
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visitors to local points of interest. Failure to provide adequate trans- 
portation to the island has kept thousands of people from making a 
visit to this national park. 

For many years, the only transportation of any note to this American 
national park was through a foreign country—Canada. Present 
transportation is now provided by the Park Service freight boat, 
which is limited to 16 passengers, and entirely inadequate for this 
purpose. 

Perhaps the greatest single problem facing the visitor who wishes 
to vacation on Isle Royale National Park is that of adequate modern 
accommodations on the island. This is secondary only to the urgent 
need for transportation to the island from the Keweenaw Peninsula 
of northern Michigan. 

Thousands who annually express a desire to visit this beautiful and 
refreshing primeval wilderness, as well as hundreds who actually 
make the trip to the island suffer disappointment and discouragement. 
because of the oor facilities available; the Commission feels that 
Isle Royale National Park could readily become a profitable park of 
the great Federal park system provided the suggested plan now avail- 
able, of which this is the master plan, is financed and developed. 

Believing that the development of our national parks offers one of 
the biggest single sources for creating new cash dollars in a peacetime 
economy, the present Commission has directed this effort to an area 
already widely known and accepted for its tourist appeal. 

The northern Great Lakes area of the central United States lures 
thousands of visitors annually seeking hay-fever relief, scenic beauty, 
historical lore, rest and relaxation. 

The plan for the development of Isle Royale National Park could 
be administered at once. A master development. program has been 
completed and is in the hands of the National Park Service. The 
essential requirement is that funds be appropriated and specifically 
designated for development of Isle Royale National Park. In in- 
creasing numbers, people each year seek our national parks as vacation 
havens. Unfortunately, many of the older and longer-established 
parks have received priority of available funds, funds which have 
not kept pace with the vast increase of visitor use. This inadequacy 
of appropriation hinders full development and enjoyment of all of 
our national parks. 

The Commission sincerely believes that the time has arrived when 
residents of the central United States should have a modern national 
park. Our State parks are overcrowded. Surveys indicate that most 
vacationers prefer to travel approximately 1,000 miles during their 
annual jaunts. 

To grant the National Park Service the required funds to proceed 
immediately with its plans for the development of Isle Royale Na- 
tional Park would create a Federal project making the historic, 
scenic and healthful benefits of this unique national park available 
to 35 million people within the preferred driving range of the area. 

In this presentation, we have sought. to establish both the need for 
and the subsequent economic value of establishing adequate and 
modern accommedations on and transportation to and from Isle 
Royale National Park. 
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This national park is the only one in the system serving the vaca- 
tion area of 11 States in the north central part of the United States— 
the upper Great Lakes area. Approximately 35 million people reside 
within 750 miles driving range. 

The many changes in travel habits and paid vacations during the 
past 10 years has alerted the businessman to the benefits of this form 
of tourist economy. It has rapidly become a new American industry. 

Nearly all white-collar workers and over 95 percent of industrial 
employees now receive paid vacations. Therefore, national parks 
and their development plans have become deeply involved because 
of their tremendous drawing power and acceptance. Economists say, 
“Stimulated consumer spending is the key to sound economy.” Amer- 
ican enterprise accepts these facts. In this study, the Commission 
places travel in the same category as any other business—that of trade 
and exchange. In national parks, the areas offering the most modern 
facilities rank highest in the travel market. 

The Commission holds that the obligation of the Federal Govern- 
ment, through the National Park Service, has a greater obligation 
than that of simple acquisition. Good and valid promises were given 
for the development and administration of Isle Royale at the time of 
transfer of these lands. 

These promises have not been kept. We emphasize again that no 
other area in our national park system possesses such a unique com- 
bination of historical lore, excellent fishing, outstanding climate, 
relief from hay fever and undisturbed primeval wilderness as may 
be found on Isle Royale, the Gem of Lake Biberior: 

That is the end of the formal statement, gentlemen. We have some 
pictures here of the island, and also a map, to give you some idea of 
what it is like. 

This map here shows the whole national-park system. The areas 
in orchid here are national parks, and this is Isle Royale [indicating]. 

Within this 750-mile area are 35 million people. That is the only 
national park in that area. 

0 Bennett. It has a potential drawing power from that entire 
area 

Mr. Wescoat. The State of Michigan is now going ahead with 
the State bridges and if the expected traffic is anywhere near across 
that bridge what the experts predict, the influx in that area will be, 
to say the least, outstanding. 

Mr. Jensen. Any questions? 

Mr. Buner. I would like to ask a mene Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you have any, Dr. Fenton? 

Mr. Fenton. Are there no roads at all on the island? 

Mr. Wescoat. No, sir; the island is a wilderness and that is the 
way the National Park Service would like to maintain it. 

I believe the idea is to develo 

Mr. Jensen. What kind of trees are on that island ? 

Mr. Wescoat. Mostly all evergreens. : 

Mr. Wrnxter. Every kind of tree that grows in the Northern 
States, hardwood, everything else. There is undoubtedly a lot of 
spruce. 

Pr. Wescoat. Here is an idea of what they plan to do. Down 
here at Rock Harbor one of the developments that is suggested for 
initiation of this project, is a trail system throughout the length 
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and breadth of the island, connecting these places with camping spots 
along the trail. If you came over here you would have a 10-day hiking 
trip, if you hike. 

Mr. JENSEN. Are there any private homes built there? 

Mr. Wescoat. Very few. At one time there were seven resorts 
on the island. Today the original homes that are left are those of 
old residents, and they can retain them as long as they live. They 
can’t pass them on to their heirs, as I understand it. 

But there was 1 at Rock Harbor, 1 at Bell Island, 1 at Chippewa, 
1 at Washington, and at Cargo’s Cave. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Where is the most need for some living facilities? 

Mr. Wescoat. Rock Harbor, right now. 

Mr. Jensen. That is where, if the committee saw fit to give you 
extra funds, you would put some additional living facilities? 

Mr. Wescoat. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. JenseEN. I am not saying the committee would do that. 

Do you have anything else, Dr. Fenton ? 

Mr. Fenton. Once they get over to the island from the mainland, 
they are stuck in one place, then, and they can’t get around? 

Mr. Wescoat. Unless they develop this trail and camping system. 
I noticed they set aside some $2,600 on this end and some other 
amount on this other end to develop the campsites on this cross- 
island trail. 

Mr. Fenton. Is the fishing pretty good there? 

Mr. Wescoat. Pretty good; yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Besides the island streams and lakes, there is also 
good fishing in Lake Superior. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discusion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. On the record. 

Mr. Wescoat. We have been working on a brochure, which we 
planned to bring down here today. Due to difficulties beyond our con- 
trol, we weren’t able to bring it down. The brochure follows somewhat 
the formal statement we made up, and will be completed, I hope, within 
the next 3 weeks, and we would like to send it down, and put it in the 
record, if possible. 

Mr. JensEN. Yes; the bill, however, will be out before that time. 

Mr. Budge—— 

Mr. Buner. Mr. Wescoat, with relation to this transportation prob- 
lem, and having adequate housing facilities there, as you probably 
know, most of the parks have been developed, with concessionaires 
handling the travel and living facilities. Is it the thought that the 
Federal Government is to furnish those facilities in this park? 

Mr. Wescoar. There are two schools of thought on that. 

We had the opportunity of discussing this with the assistant district 
director from Omaha at one time, and I asked him if it was the policy 
of the National Park Service to build accommodations in the national 
parks, and he said “absolutely no.” 

He said, “We prefer to have outside concessionaires come in and 
build and operate.” 

I said, “Why is it, then, that when the park was acquired that these 
people that owned these private resorts were forced to sell?” 

e said, “I don’t know; I wasn’t in the Park Service at that time.” 

Mr. Bunce. You asked him a good question, I think. 
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Mr. Wescoar, And as to the transportation, it is my belief that if 
the accommodations were there it might possibly come about. that pri- 
vate individuals would come forth with transportation facilities, ex- 
cept for the fact that in the past 10 or 15 years Coast Guard regulations 
have become so stringent on boats carrying passengers for hire that. it 
is terrible—that 1 word isn’t for the record, I hope. 

Mr. Bennett. We have been trying for years, with the help of the 
Park Service, to get private enterprise to operate boat transportation 
to and from the island. The Park Service has tried to get a ship, a 
suitable ship, from Government surplus. They haven't een able to 
get it, and if they did get one it would cost probably from $750,000 
to a million dollars to renovate the boat and make it suitable for carry- 

ow, in order to get any private capital in this thing, for transporta- 
tion toand from the island, somebody has to provide a place for people 
to stay when they get on the island. Nobody will be foolish enough 
to spend a million dollars on a boat to haul people to the island, when he 
knows there is no place for them to stay when they get there. 

So it is a question of which comes first, the chicken or the egg. 

If you had good transportation available, I think private capital 
would go in and build the necessary housing that vou need, because if 
you had the necessary transportation, people would go over there, and 
if they went over there, private capital could be obtained to build fa- 
cilities for them. But you can’t get either one, and the National Park 
concessions, the nonprofit organization, operated by the Park Service, 
doesn’t have the money to carry on operations of this kind; they don’t 
have the money to put in a million dollars in boat accommodations, and 
they don’t have a million dollars to put in camp and tourist facilities. 
They operate down at Mammoth Cave and I think that is the only 
place in the country where they make it pay. 

But that is the only concession outside of the Federal Government 
itself which puts any money in these parks. 

Mr. Buper. The foundation is building very elaborate accommoda- 
tions now at the Grand Teton National Park. Utilities were appro- 
priated for last year, and then the foundation has taken over the con- 
struction. 

The reason I asked the question is this. This committee is faced 
with quite a problem in providing funds just for the maintenance and 
protection of the National Park system. Now, the appropriations have 
increased over 4 times—that is 200 percent—in the last 10 years to the 
National Park Service. 

Mr. Jensen. 400 percent. 

Mr. Buper. That is correct, 400 percent. 

Mr. Bennett. I don’t think that.is the case here. 

Mr. Buper. No, not in your particular park. 

Mr, Jensen. You contend you haven’t been getting your fair share. 

Mr. Wescoat. If I may, sir, we have worked pretty closely with 
men from the Park Service in our area, and they tell us that it is 
pretty hard for the Park Service to allocate funds to Isle Royale be- 
cause they have such a big demand in our other parks. We think this 
might be sort of a safety valve to take the pressure off of some of the 
other parks. 
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The fact that it is within 750 miles of 35 million people, and the fact 
that the area south of it, in Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, is draw- 
ing more and more people every year, tourist people, would make this 
a dead cinch to go. 

We also have—I don’t know whether it would be proper to introduce 
it here or not, but we have had letters from the Governors of Ohio, 
Illinois, Wisconsin, and Minnesota, saying they were behind us 100 
percent on the project, because it would mean something to each one 
of those States to have those people move through. 

Mr. Kirwan. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr, Wivkter. The Federal Government spends a lot of money 
building roads into these parks but they haven't spent a lot of money 
for Rock Harbor, so it appears you could trade las transportation 
for the facility of building a highway through the mountain passage. 

Now, the money that these gentlemen talked about, spending on 
the island, two-hundred-and-some-odd-thousand dollars, ios been of 
no benefit at all to the public. It has been simply money that has been 
used to maintain the national park facility on the island. The public 
has had no satisfaction whatsoever, except that they could possibly 
land on the dock. They have a few lanes, a few paths, and they have 
a few little spots cleared off where you could put in a tent, but that 
isall they could get out of it so far. 

Mr. Buper. It seems unfortunate we have to spend $21,800 for a 
radio, when you are so in need of other facilities that the public 
could use. 

Mr. Winxter. The boat is a minesweeper, it is 120 feet long, and 
several hundred tons, and the Coast Guard permits it to carry only 
16 people because it has a wooden hull. It is a darn good boat and 
has a wonderful diesel engine; it has radar, and everything else on it. 
But they just won’t use it. If you build a boat, if you build a 45- or 
50-foot boat and put a fantail stern on it, you can’t use it for trans- 
portation from the mainland to the island and charge passengers for 
it. That is against Coast Guard regulations. 

When the South America and those boats were used they would go 
into Rock Harbor there, but the Coast Guard wouldn't put any navi- 
gational aids in there. There isn’t a light or a buoy or anything on 
the island which would permit big boats to go into these places. It is 
out of the jurisdiction of the Coast Guard. 

Mr. Jensen. If and when the St. Lawrence Waterway is built, 
I presume that it will be possible then to float a good boat that is in 
surplus, laying in the harbor of New York, through the St. Lawrence 
Waterway, down to Lake Superior, and use it for passenger service. 

Now, that is looking a long ways ahead. 

There are plenty of them in surplus that would just suit your need 
completely, but it is a very expensive job. 

Mr. Bennett. You try to get the armed services to let. loose of those 
boats—they let them rot or rust before they would let loose of them. 

Mr. Jensen. The Park Service can make application for a boat. of 
this nature, for this purpose. 

Mr. Bennerr. They have without success for the last 6 or 4 years. 

Mr. Jensen. We do get them. 

Mr. Cuorr. Mr. Chairman, we get up in those two counties about 
a half a million population of tourists coming in there, so you can see, 
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according to the percentage of the people visiting Isle Royale, that the 
accommodations aren’t there, and it is just poor business and it just 
can’t and doesn’t pay if you don’t get the people over there. 

Mr. JeNsEN. It is difficult to get a concession there, to go in and 
invest capital, without at least some attraction to the island. We 
can understand that. 

Mr. Vrate. Mr. Chairman, our zone is so short. I don’t think you 
will ever get private capital to move in there. 

Mr. Jensen. I think you are right. 

All right, gentlemen. Thank you, Mr. Bennett, for bringing these 
people here, and for your testimony. I am sure the committee will 
give you every thoughtful consideration. 

Mr. Bennerr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


Monpay, Ferrvary 15, 1954. 
Nimevus Dam Fisu Harcurry 


WITNESS 
GEORGE A. SPAULDING, TRI-COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 


Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have with us Mr. George A. Spauld- 
ing of the Tri-County Planning Commission, who is here in the 
interests of the fish and wildlife at Nimbus Dam Fish Hatchery. 

Mr. Spaulding, do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Spautprine. No, I haven’t, Mr. Chairman. 

Gentlemen of the committee, I don’t want to take much of your 
time. Iam just here to urge your consideration of the appropriation 
that has been made in the budgets of, I believe, $343,000 for the erec- 
tion of a hatchery below the Nimbus Reservoir on the American River. 

We feel that it is the Government’s responsibility to build that 
hatchery and take care of the run of the salmon. We would much 
prefer to leave it in its natural state and let the fish come up and 
Py but inasmuch as the dam is built, and in order to preserve the 

sh life, we have to be prepared to take care of them when they come 
up to spawn. 

The hatchery that is proposed, as you are probably familiar with, 
will take care of approximately 30 million eggs per year. 

The local people have nothing to gain by that hatchery. The fish 

o up there and spawn and they leave and go out into the Pacific 

n and the whole Pacific Ocean is able to take advantage of the 

fish that are spawned and raised in the American River above the 
Nimbus Dam. 

Mr. Jensen. Except they come back to the place where they spawn. 

Mr. SpavuLprne. That is right. Every 4 years they come back and 
propagate. But the local people, outside of the few fishermen, when 
the salmon come up there to spawn, they have nothing to gain by it. 
And we would like to leave it, of course, in its natural state. 
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But we do urge, inasmuch as the dam is being built, we do urge 
our consideration of the appropriation for that dam. We feel that 
it is very necessary, and although, of course, the money that is in the 
budget at the present time, which we know, and you know, isn’t 
sufficient for the final completion of such a hatchery, it will give them 
sufficient funds, or give the Department of Interior sufficient funds to 
go ahead and get started in order to preserve the salmon that do come 
up and spawn. 

Mr. JeNsen. Mr. Spaulding, I may say—and I am sure I speak for 
the members of this committee—that we have always been quite liberal 
in appropriating money for fish hatcheries, due to the fact that a lot 
of people make their living in the fishing industry, and a lot of food 
is derived from the hatching of fish. 

I can assure you that the committee will give your request thorough 
consideration. 

Mr. Srautpre. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Jensen. Dr. Fenton—— 

Mr. Fenton. There has been a controversy out there, hasn’t there, 
between the conservation engineers of the Bureau and the regional 
office of the Bureau of Reclamation, and the Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the State conservation people on the decision of how the fishrun 
should be handled in this section of the river ? 

Mr. Sravtprne. I think that has all been straightened out, and they 
are all in accord that if such a hatchery is built, if the hatchery is 
built, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, in cooperation 
with the State Department of Fish and Game, have worked out a plan 
and a program that is acceptable and agreeable to all concerned. 

Mr. Fenton. We understood when we were out there that there was 
an alternative considered—it seems to be still favored by the Rec- 
pean Bureau—for the construction of bed rivers below the Nimbus 

am. 

Mr. Spavutpine. I think that was considered, but due to the amount 
of water that will flow out of that dam for irrigation and domestic 
purposes, I think they found they couldn’t let the water down low 
enough to provide those rivers. The water would be too deep to have 
a i les. They did talk about such a plan. 

r. Fenton. That was back 

Mr. Sravuptne. Yes; it was sometime ago. But you can check 
with the Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, that 
it is almost an impossibility to provide spawning beds, because of 
the amount of water that would have to be released from that dam. 

Mr. Fenton. That was the information we got at that time. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Kirwan—— 

Mr. Ktrwan. No questions. 

Mr. Srautprna. I appreciate the time, Mr. Chairman, and members 
of the committee, that you have given me. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Spaulding. 
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Monpay, Ferrvary 15, 1954. 
Missovurt River Bastn Prosecr 
WITNESS 


BRECK MORAN, CHIEF OF RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT, NATURAL 
RESOURCE BOARD, STATE OF WYOMING, AND PRESIDENT, WYO- 
MING DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Moran. You are here in the interest 
of the reclamation project in Wyoming. 

I have a letter here from Mr. Harrison, dated February 9, 1954: 

Dear CoLLeaGuE: I regret that it will be impossible for me to appear in person 
before your subcommittee, other commitments preventing my attendance, It 
is my request, therefore, that this letter be made a part of your hearing record, 
insofar as your hearings concern the Hanover and Bluff units of the Big Horn 
Basin division, Missouri River Basin project. 

These units, we of Wyoming feel, are of utmost importance to our segment 
of the overall Missouri River project. We feel that their approval by your 
subcommittee and, subsequently, congressional approval, is of prime importance 


not only to our own State but to the ultimate successful completion of the 
development plan. 

I will not attempt to give you here the technical details; we have Wyoming 
witnesses present who are better equipped than I to give you this information, 
or such information as your subcommittee will require. 

I do want to urge your subcommittee’s favorable recommendation of these 
important units and will be happy to meet with you at a later date if it is 
desired. 


Sincerely yours, 
Harrison, 
Congressman at Large, Wyoming. 

All right, Mr. Moran, do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Moran. Yes, sir, I have; and I think it would be more precise 
if you permitted me to read it. 

fr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Moran. My nameis Breck Moran. Ilivein Cheyenne, Wyo. I 
am chief of resource development of the natural resource board of 
the State of Wyoming. I am also serving my fifth year as president 
of the Wyoming Development Association, formerly known as the 
Wyoming Reclamation Association. This association is made up of 
a voluntary membership deeply interested in conserving and divtin- 
ing Wyoming’s water and mineral resources. 

y purpose in appearing before you today is to acquaint you with 
some of the reasons we feel that certain Bureau of Reclamation units 
of the Missouri Basin project in Wyoming should be commenced in 
the forthcoming fiscal year and why, consequently, appropriations 
should be included for these units. In stating our reasons, I appear 
here not as a technical person, ready to discuss the mathematical de- 
tails of these units and the mathematics of their justification; these 
matters can far better be presented by the engineers of various types 
who have planned the projects. I come as a citizen and a representa- 
tive of the citizens of the State of Wyoming to present the broader 
picture of why we need these units, how their construction and opera- 
tion will benefit the ang of Wyoming and serve greatly to develop 
our State, and why we think we are justified in asking for commence- 
ment of construction of these units now. 
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With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to take up the 
Bluff and Hanover units first, Glendo later. 

Bluff and Hanover are pump irrigation projects which are so closely 
related, both in construction and operation, that I believe they should 
be spoken of in one breath, thought of in one concept and, in fact, 
hyphenated together when presented in writing. They are located on 
opposite sides of the Big Horn River in the great Big Horn Basin of 
northwestern Wyoming near the city of Worland. So closely interre- 
lated are they that the plan for their development calls for a single 
diversion from the Big Horn River on the left, or Bluff, bank of the 
river, the Bluff unit being irrigated directly and water for the Hanover 
unit being transmitted across the river from the joint diversion canal. 
The combined area to be irrigated by both projects will be something 
over 7,000 acres. 

Now the construction of these units is no new and novel experiment 
in our area, Long ago the lower portions of the valley where the 
Bluff-Hanover units are to be built were reclaimed by the private 
enterprises of early settlers, as has been the case of about 85 percent of 
all Wyoming's reclaimed lands, the Bureau of Reclamation having 
developed only about 15 percent. As a consequence, we are able to see 
what lands which are irrigated in that selfsame region, under those 
selfsame conditions may Te expected to be worth, for the Bluff- 
Hanover units would merely extend that area of reclaimed land up 
the sides of the valley to include those lands which are not susceptible 
to irrigation by feasible gravity canals from the river. In other words, 
Mr. Chairman, you and your committee would need only to stand upon 
those emerald green lower farms and look up and across the desolate 
sagebrush flats to see that these units which we are commending to 
your attention today would merely extend the emerald fruitfulness 
over a far greater territory. 

Now I know that our country is high in altitude, harsh in climate, 
and to an American from a milder place somewhat forbidding in 
appearance. I can give you, however, some figures to show what the 
land up there in the neighborhood of Worland and the proposed Bluff- 
Hanover units is actually worth. Mr. Earl T. Bower, of Worland, 
one of our longtime State senators, tells me that last year he turned 
down an offer of $48,000 for a 160-acre farm—$300 an acre—and 
Mr. Bower looked very happy still to own the farm when he told 
me about it. 

He has since told me of another instance where he understands that 
$350 an acre was turned down for a farm in the area very recently. 
While these pe may not seem very much to people who live in some 
portions of the country, they should at least show that the land is well 
worth having water put on it. 

There are other aspects of the case upon which I would like to 
touch. One is the fact that, until the recent completion of the Boysen 
Reservoir and powerplant in the Wind River Canyon some 50 miles 
upstream from Worland, there was no power available with which 
to operate extensive pump-irrigation units. 

Boysen itself irrigates not a square inch of land directly, nor was 
it ever intended to ; so. Primarily a power-flood silt-control reser- 
voir, its entire justification as a reclamation project depends upon 
upstream gravity projects and downstream pump projects like Bluff- 
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Hanover. Boysen makes Bluff-Hanover in two principal 
ways—by providing power and by regulating the flow of the once 
violently erratic Big Horn River so that the spring floods are im- 

st | to provide the flow necessary in the irrigating season for the 

luff-Hanover diversion. In other words, Mr. Chairman, now that 
Boysen is built, units such as Bluff-Hanover are, in effect, completions 
of the larger project through the fuller realization of potential fits 
created by that larger project. 

Another point which should, I think, be considered is that with 
the extremely apie growth of population throughout the vast Big 
Horn Basin in the past 12 years—amounting to 40 to 90 percent 
increases, according to the Bureau of the Census, between 1940 and 
1950—the economy of the region is getting out of kilter because the 
increases are resulting mainly from expansion of the oil, natural gas, 
and sulfur industries, with no corresponding growth in the area 
devoted to agriculture, 

As to the feeling of the people in that area about building this 
project, the near unanimity of their sentiment favorable to the proj- 
ect is so remarkable as to be almost incredible. Just before leaving 
Wyoming, I checked again with Mr. Bower who reported the follow- 
ing results in regard to petitions being circulated among the land- 
owners to be affected, calling for the organization of irrigation dis- 
tricts immediately to further both projects: 

Hanover: 100 percent favorable, including all deeded landowners 
affected except 2, 1 of whom had not yet been reached because he is 
in Iowa, the other because he is in Japan. 

Bluff: 100 percent favorable, including all deeded landowners but 
one who had not yet been reached because he also lives at some con- 
siderable distance. 

Tn this connection, I would like to mention the point that to form 
such irrigation districts in our States it is required only that more 
than 50 percent favor its formation. 

To sum up, then, we have land whose value is proven, landowners, 
whose desire for the reclamation appears to be unanimous, water in 
abundance, sufficient power, and the economic need for the Bluff- 
Hanover units. We hope you gentlemen will help us push that water 
where it belongs—up on those thirsty benches of the Big Horn Basin 
instead of running down the Missouri River into those areas, where 
the people most decidedly don’t want that water. I am reminded, in 
fact, of a remark made by Congressman Jensen in a meeting right 
in Worland, several years ago. We local enthusiasts had been re- 
ferring to that commodity, water, as “liquid gold.” Recalling recent 
floods down in Iowa, Congressman Jensen brought down the house 
by saying: “As far as my people are concerned down in Iowa, you 
can keep your liquid gold.” 

Now, Mr. Chairman, with your further permission, I would like 
to go briefly into the attitude of the people of Wyoming toward 
Glendo unit. In doing so, I wish also to point out that the benefits 
from Glendo to our good neighbors, Nebraska and Colorado, are in 
no sense vague or indirect, but very real and very direct. In fact, 
we sometimes wonder if Glendo should be considered a Wyoming 
project at all when its benefits particularly to Nebraska are so tre- 
mendous. Nevertheless, we are for Glendo, and for it, not in any 
casual way but in a very emphatic way, as I hope to show you, not 
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only by what I have to say but by these communications from various 
Wyoming groups which, at the close of my statement, I hope to have 
permission to enter into the record. 

Glendo unit located in the North Platte Valley in southeastern 
Wyoming, as you have doubtless already been informed, is a rather 
large multipurpose Dyk whose principal direct benefits will be 
power and flood and silt control. e cannot help but consider it 
of vast indirect benefit to reclamation of land, however for two rea- 
sons. It will furnish abundant power to develop the great pump- 
irrigation potential in the North Platte; it will hold back floods which 
in the past have devastated reclaimed farm lands, Besides, the con- 
struction of Glendo will ee a very beautiful picture of harness- 
ing and controlling for mankind’s benefit a great river. It has been 
said, in fact, that when Glendo is built the North Platte River of 
Colorado, Wyoming and Nebraska will be the most perfectly con- 
trolled and harnessed large river in the world. 

In connection with Glendo’s value as a power producer, we are 
hungry for power up there in our relatively undeveloped State. At 
present, I understand that Wyoming exports some power into the 
interconnected system which extends from the Montana border south 
into Colorado and from the Continental Divide in Wyoming east into 
Nebraska. But this small power surplus is a matter of recent de- 
velopment—since the completion of Boysen. Before that the power 
shortage in Wyoming was sufficiently acute to discourage, for example, 
several very large chemical companies from entering the Wind River 
Basin and developing our extensive phosphate beds there. Those beds 
of phosphate are still lying there, undeveloped, furthermore, because 
even with the completion of Boysen and the alleviation of the power 
shortage for lesser, routine needs, there is insufficient power to feed any 
large new industries which might otherwise be attracted into Wyoming. 

n our opinion, therefore, while Wyoming suffers no brownouts 
and may export some power in the interconnected system, as long as 
we have insufficient power to supply new industries anxious to locate 
in our State, we say we are suffering from a real power shortage. 
Glendo would do much toward alleviating that situation. And, as I 
have already indicated, Glendo’s power should greatly stimulate pump 
irrigation in Glendo’s immediate vicinity—pump irrigation to reclaim 
new lands, pumping to eliminate expensive stretches of gravity canals, 
pumping from wells to furnish emergency water in already existing 
water-short irrigation districts. In the past year these activities have 
very noticeably increased in that region. 

Before I leave this aspect of power, I would like to point out that 
the warfare which has been going on and continues to go on in other 
States between the private power companies and the genrators of 

ublic hydroelectric power has been happily missing from Wyoming. 

e two elements hav their differences at times as any two elements 
will. But. those differences have been easily and dickty solved. In 
the main, good common sense and an intelligent wish to get along have 
prevailed. In Wyoming we stand aghast to hear and read of the 
excesses commited elsewhere and are confounded that two such ob- 
viously interrelated and easily interconnected facets of power should 
fight each other so disastrously to the public interest. 

42590—54—pt. 243 
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I have discussed Glendo with some of the heads of our largest pri- 
vate power companies. The attitude expressed, in the main, is that 
if Glendo is economically feasible, they are for it. I am not in a 
position to judge the economic feasibility of Glendo. But if you 
gentlemen determine Glendo to be feasible, I think you need fear no 
screams of agony from our private power companies. As one poten- 
tial power magnate put it to me last week—he is contemplating build- 
ing a large steam power plant using coal—The more hydroelectric 
power developed in Wyoming, the more steam power will be required 
to firm it up.” In other words, Mr. Chairman, these elements in Wyo- 
ming bicker a bit, but on the whole they walk down the road Seether j 
to our ‘bald benefit. We hope that happy situation will continue to 

revail, 

And as to future industries, for which this power is needed in 
Wyoming, pe are doubtless aware of the recent revelation of the ; 
existence of a vast titanium and iron deposit in southeastern Wyo- § 
ming. That deposit of war-critical titanium lies within 65 miles of . 
Glendo. <A little farther, at Laramie, is a multimillion dollar experi- ] 
mental alumina plant which is about to pass into the hands of a private 
enterpriser. I have already mentioned phosphates. These are the 
cornerstones of our industrial development, so badly needed to balance 
the State’s oil and agriculture economy. 

I have already mentioned floods. Several in the memory of man 
have swept down the Platte to wreak havoc which in aggregate prob- ; 
ably would pay for Glendo. Which brings me to the final point— 
the necessity for Glendo to complete the harnessing of the North ‘ 
Platte and its conversion into the most perfectly controlled river in 
the world. 

At present the great North Platte dams, reservoirs, and power 
plants, Pathfinder, Seminoe, Alcova, Kortes, are all located about 150 
miles upstream from Glendo in the mountains through which the 
North Platte has carved its canyons above Casper, Wyo. Now the 
water impounded up there is primarily—and very properly so—held 
for irrigation, released for irrigation. But the irrigation demands . 
for water peak in the summer, while the power demands for water 4 
are more or less continuous, if anything greater in the winter. At 
present, therefore, the full potential of the power plants can by no 
means be reached. With Glendo, however, the water can be released 
to flow down through the successive powerplants, step by step as the 

ower demands warrant, the water reimpounded in Glendo to be 
veld for the irrigation season, the irrigated region lying mainly below 
Glendo in Wyoming and Nebraska. 

From a flood control angle, Glendo benefits two ways. It will catch 
any flood originating in the hundreds of square miles of sage brush 
below the higher reservoirs. It will also relieve the necessity of keep- 
ing the upper reservoirs brimful of water for irrigation, thus filling 
the flood-control reserve so as to destroy any flood control properties 
those reservoirs would have if they were not already full when the 
flood came. 

As you probably know, at one time there were differences between 
Nebraska and Wyoming over the construction of Glendo. These dif- 
ferences were compounded by the sudden emergence of Colorado with 
certain demands. Working together harmoniously and in the best 
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traditions of democracy, the three States agreed omeably upon a set 
of stipulations amending the United States Supreme Court decree 
affecting the river. The Supreme Court has now accepted the 
modifications. 

As to the public feeling about the project, I have with me a flock 
of resolutions, letters aa telegrams from the people of the North 
Platte Valley and their organizations. To my knowledge, there is no 
sizable opposition to this project—principally the enthusiastic back- 
ing which you will find in these expressions which I hope you will 
permit me to enter into the record at the conclusion of my statement. 

In conclusion, I would like to point out to you gentlemen that the 
State of Wyoming is owned by the Federal Government in the fol- 
lowing appelnng degree—51 percent of the surface and 73 percent of 
the minerals. By reason of the Oil Royalties Act, Wyoming has 
contributed about half of the entire reclamation fund, which is used 
not only in Wyoming but in 16 other reclamation States. Last year 
alone, the Federal Government got from Wyoming in oil royalties 
$1514 million. Of this, the Federal Government returned 3714 percent 
or $34 million to the State and counties, which we used for highways 
and education. But about $114 million went directly into the Federal 
Treasury’s general fund—sort of like dues, for the privilege of be- 
longing to the Union, while around $814 million went into the recla- 
mation fund. We could build a lot of reclamation in Wyoming with 
$81, million a year, Mr. Chairman. And since the Federal Govern- 
ment owns and controls so much of our State, I come here not as a 
beggar seeking charity but as a representative of a State and its people 
who resent any implied slurs to that effect from the people of, it a 
yarts of the country whose only excuse is ignorance of the facts that 

have very briefly outlined. e feel that the Reclamation with a 
capital R is, in a certain sense, our due, and we hope that you gentle- 
men will regard us not as miserable supplicants begging alms but as 
a very independent group of trueAmericans, asking you to re-invest in 
our State in permanent improvements some of your proceeds from the 
irreplaceable oil and gas taken from our State for the benefit of the 
Nation at large. 

Thank you very much gentlemen for your consideration and the 
time you have given me. I hope it has been expended for the mutual 
benefit of Wyoming and America. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, you wanted to insert something in the record. 

Mr. Moran. Yes, sir, I don’t know how much you want of these. 
T have a list of them, and who they are from. They are resolutions 
from REA’s, from various service clubs, from individuals. There 
are letters, telegrams, some of them in duplicate, because they were 
sent to me personally. Some were sent to Senator Barrett and some 
to Senator Hunt, and some to Congressman Harrison. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, in the statement you just made, you set out the 
facts contained in the letters that have come to you, the Senator, and 
others and, from different groups of people and organizations who 
favor the things for which you have just testified. 

I think possibly the peas of those names would suffice for the 
record, ould you agree to let this statement go in the record which 
shows these names? 

Mr. Moran. Yes, sir, if you can read it all right. 
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Mr. Jensen. Well, have you got letters and resolutions from large 
groups of people there, all in one resolution ? 

Mr. Moran. Here are some of a special class, that I think you might 
want in addition. But there are resolutions from the two water Tis. 
tricts involved, and those are the originals. 

Mr, Jensen. Yes, these are people that will have to pay the bill. 

Mr. Moran. Yes, sir, those are people who own 50 percent of the 
land, as deeded land, which will be benefited by these projects. 

Mr. Jensen. I think, without objection, a copy of those resolutions 
should go in the record, because of the fact, as Tsid before, these are 
the folks that are going to have to reimburse the Government for the 
money which we appropriated, 

(The resolutions referred to follow :) 


RESOLUTION 


._ Whereas the United States through the Bureau of Reclamation is proposing 
the construction of Bluff and Hanover units as part of the Missouri River Basin 
project which was authorized by the Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944; and 
Whereas the most economical and satisfactory operation of these two units can 
best be effected by arrangements for joint use of facilities with the Bluff and 
Hanover Irrigation Districts as the same now exists in Washakie County, Wyo.: 
Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved, That we the landowners of the Bluff and Hanover Irrigation Dis- 
tricts attending a meeting at the county courthouse in Worland, Wyo., on January 
9, 1954, do hereby endorse the construction of the Bluff and Hanover units, and 
manifest our willingness to negotiate a fair and reasonable agreement under 
which lands of the Bluff and Hanover pumping units can be served partly through 
the use of diversion and carriage works which now serve the lands under the 
Bluff and Hanover Irrigation Districts. 
Buivurr D1strict, 
KENNETH Bower, Commissioner. 
D. Buack, Commissioner, 
G. E. Howarp, Commissioner. 
HANOVER IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
GLEN HINKLE, Commissioner. 
Hart F. Bower, Commissioner. 
ORVILLE SHRYACK, 
Superintendent. 


i RESOLUTION 


Whereas the United States through the Bureau of Reclamation is proposing 
the construction of Bluff and Hanover units as part of the Missouri River Basin 
project which was authorized by the Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944, 
and whereas the most economical and satisfactory operation of these two units 
can best be effected by arrangements for joint use of facilities with the Bluff 
—- age Irrigation Districts as the same now exists in Washakie County, 

yo., an 

Whereas we the undersigned owners of lands on these units which will be 
served by the works of these units, desire construction: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we do endorse the construction of these pumping units and 
we will support the organization of an irrigation district for the purpose of con- 
tracting with the United States for the construction of such irrigation and drain- 
age works and for the repayment of such part of the costs of.construction which 
are chargeable to the lands to be irrigated. 

Bluff Irrigation District: M. A. Black, Victor Kister, Merwyn Blair, 
Joe Benson, Kenneth P. Lester; Hanover Irrigation District: 
C. O. Davis, Lawrence Crockett, Charles G. Curtis, George Cur- 
tis, Donald G. Curtis, C. H. Stark (by Leo D. Stark), ©. 8S. Wal- 
ace, R. H. Hastings (by David R. Hastings), J. D. Demes, Ray F. 
Bowen Forms Co. (by Roy Bowen Jr.), Emil Faurestate, A. L. 
Alcott, William T. Faur, L. E. Laird (by R. J. Laird), Robert L. 
Alcott, 
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Mr. Moran. Also, for your consideration, here is a resolution and 
a letter which represents a large REA and the Goshen irrigation 
district. 

Mr, Jensen. Yes, include those in the record. 

(The resolution and letter follows :) 


GosHEN IRRIGATION District, 
Torrington, Wyo., February 11, 1954. 


Hon, WILLIAM HeNry HARRISON, 
Wyoming at Large, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sire: At a special meeting of the Board of Commissioners of the Goshen 
Irrigation District, February 10, 1954, the proposed Glendo unit in Wyoming 
was discussed and it was unanimously agreed by this board, that this unit would 
be of great benefit to the State of Wyoming and should be constructed at the 
earliest possible time. 

The board is desirous that you sincerely consider and support the Glendo 
unit. 

Very truly yours, 
J.B. Furisr, President. 


WHEATLAND RURAL ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION, 
Wheatland, Wyo., February 8, 1954, 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Wheatland Rural Electric Association has territory allocated in 
Platte, Albany, and Laramie Counties in Wyoming, to provide electric service 
to farm and ranch customers, directly adjacent to the site of the proposed 
Glendo Dam, located in Platte County, Wyo., and the Wheatland Rural Electric 
Association distribution presently consists of over 800 miles of line and serves 
nearly 1,000 consumers ; and 

Whereas most of this territory is being served with station power, by the 
Wheatland Rural Electric Association at present, but definite information is 
available wherein the supply of power will not be sufficient for future use and 
growth of these consumers as well as many other consumers in eastern Wyoming, 
western Nebraska and northeastern Colorado, unless additional generation is 
provided ; 

Whereas construction of Glendo Dam would materially add to firm power 
supply in the power grid of the Bureau of Reclamation in the Missouri River 
Basin, and would also be beneficial for storage of irrigation water, aid in flood 
control, and in general provide better balance for the operation of the North 
Platte River system: Now, therefore 

The members of the Wheatland Rural Electric Association do hereby urge 
Congress to appropriate necessary funds for the construction and completion 
of the multipurpose, hydro project known as the Glendo project. 

This resolution approved at the annual members meeting held at Wheatland, 
Wyo., on February 8, 1954. 

G. W. GoopricH, Manager. 


Mr. Moran. These others are urging—but it is all right with me, 
if you just want the list in. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, that is fine. You have this list already 
prepared here. 

Mr. Moran. Are you sure that is readable? 

Mr. Jensen. Oh, yes. That is good writing, compared to some of 
the writing which our executive secretary and his assistant must 
decipher. 
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(The list referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF BRECK MORAN, SUPPLEMENT LISTING SUPPORTING COMMUNICATIONS 
Sent To SENATOR Lester C. Hunt, SENATOR FRANK A. BARRETT, CONGRESSMAN 
Henry Harrison, AND Mr. Moran 


GLENDO 


Resolution from Wheatland REA, signed G. W. Goodrich, manager. 

Letter from Wheatland Lions Club, Wheatland Boosters, Chamber of Commerce, 
signed Ralph E. Cotton, president, Lions Club, and LeGrand T. Page, president, 
Wheatland Boosters Club, Chamber of Commerce. 

Letter from Casper Chamber of Commerce, signed Darrell R. Booth, manager. 

Two telegrams, one to State Engineer L. C. Bishop, other to Mr. Moran, from 
William A. Hinrichs, president, Douglas Chamber of Commerce. 

Telegram, Donald N. Thompson, past president, Douglas Chamber of Commerce. 

Telegram, Fred Schultheis, manager, La Bonte Hotel. 

Telegram, Tony Funk, president, Douglas Kiwanis Club. 

Two telegrams, Walter Hudson, Wyoming Public Service Commissioner, now 
of Cheyenne, home originally in North Platte Valley, one to Senator Barrett, 
one to Mr. Moran. 

Two telegrams, J. S. Ward, secretary, Douglas Chamber of Commerce, to Senator 
Hunt and Representative Harrison. 

Two telegrams, Roy N. Amick, rancher, of Glendo, one to Senator Hunt, one to 
Representative Harrison, 

Two telegrams, John E. Erlewine, of Glendo. 

Letter, Goshen Irrigation District, signed J. B. Fuller, president. 

Letter, Mrs. James A. Gamble, of Glendo. 


BLUFF-HANOVER 


Resolution signed by Commisioners of Bluff Irrigation District and Commis- 
sioners of Hanover Irrigation District. 

Resolution signed by landowners of Bluff and Hanover Irrigation Districts to 
be served by proposed Bluff-Hanover pump project. 

Resolution by Worland Chamber of Commerce, signed Bruce Edwards, president, 
and Kenneth D, Monroe, manager, 

pe. 0 by Casper Chamber of Commerce, signed by John L. Jourgensen, 

resident, 

Three telegrams signed by C. O. Davis, landowner, one to Senator Hunt, one to 

Senator Barrett, other to Representative Harrison. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, there is a budget request for Bluff unit, for gen- 
eral investigation, of $10,257, and the Glendo unit, general investiga- 
tion $50,000. 

The final plan report is not yet submitted to the Congress, as I 
understand it. 

Mr. Moran. That is my understanding, too, sir. Of course, my 
feeling is the longer you go on investigating, the more money you are 
apt to be wasting. 

Mr. Jensen. That is debatable. 

Here is the thing: You will find, generally speaking, that if suffi- 

cient effort has been put on proper investigations, and you get every- 
thing in readiness for your project, in good form, then there will be 
no controversy during the construction of your project. 
_ We discover where the investigations have been returned that too 
often you run into difficulties in the construction period that may be 
detrimental to the project and may even hold it back, to such a degree 
that it proves that the proper investigations and research and pre- 
planning have not been done. 

Mr. Moran. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I can readily understand that everybody would like 
to get going on their project as soon as possible. That is very natural. 
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You need the water, Me need the power. But, in the long run, over 
the long pull, I think your people would be better off to get all the 
facts together. 

Mr. Moran. Sir, I understand the importance of prior planning, 
but sometimes because the appropriation is not forthcoming, they just 
yut in $10,000 or $50,000 a year, and in the case of these three units— 
| wouldn’t want you to take my word for it, but the Bureau, I think, 
would stand behind this—they have gotten out published reports now 
of the detailed final reports on Bluff and Hanover and, of course, 
Glendo was completed and they were ready to go on that several 


years 


So that is what I meant when I said that, and I hope you don’t take 
me to be facetious in making that remark. 

Mr. Jensen. Not at all, Mr. Moran. 

I understand that the amounts which are requested here for your 
Bluff unit and Hanover unit will complete the investigations for these 
projects, or will almost complete them, anyway. 

So, all I can say, and all this committee can do at this time is to 
say to you that we are glad to have the information which you brought 
to the committee, and, as always, this committee will give your request 
and the budget requests the fullest and most sympathetic consideration. 

Mr. Moran. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 


Tuespay, Fesrvary 16, 1954. 


Sargent Unit, Missouri River Bastn Prosecr, NEBRASKA, AND OTHER 
RecLAMATION Progecrs 


WITNESS 


HON. A. L. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Jensen. We have with us this morning Congressman Miller 
of Nebraska, who I know has irrigation, reclamation, and flood-contro 
projects in his district, and who is very much interested in conservation 
measures. We will be very glad to hear from you, Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Mitier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I appear not only on the projects in my own State, but generally for 
the full committee and other projects. 

We have given authorization to a number of projects out of the 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, and 8 or 10 of them have 
been authorized. We hope the committee will see its way clear to 
make some new starts for irrigation and reclamation. 

I believe that the Department of Interior is now sending down 
requests for a supplemental fund to the Bureau of the Budget and L 
believe we are going to get some favorable recommendation on them. 
Even if we do not, I think it is necessary, if we are going to keep up 
with the growth of the United States, and keep it moving along, to 
make some new starts and provisions for them in the appropriation 
bill. It is my judgment that this committee and the Congress would 
be justified in proceeding to make funds available for feasible irriga- 
tion projects. 
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I need not remind the members of this committee that one-half of 
the world is hungry. Food has always been a common denominator 
in all nations. Food has made war and has stopped war. Wars and 
peace have been decided upon the question of who has the food. The 
strong human urge for survival is food. We have sort of taken on 
ourselves the idea of trying to feed a lot of the peoples in the world. 
We have at this time minke Thad than we know what to do with. 

But the time is not so far distant when that food will be used up. 
It is estimated that in 1975, we will need 5.5 billion more pounds of 
meat in the United States, if we continue to live on the standard that 
exists in our country today. We will need 6 million more dairy cows, 
even though we have a lot of extra butter and cream now. We will 
need 87 million more hens. 

The population of the United States has just about doubled since 
I went to Kimball, Nebra., to practice medicine and is increasing, 
when you include immigration, at the rate of about 4 million each 
year, and I Leheve within another 40 or 45 years, we may well have 
300 million people in the United States. When we reach that, point, 
we may face a shortage of food. Our present production is sufficient 
for about 40 million more people; it can be readily seen that in another 
10 years, there will be more than 200 million people living in the 
United States. They will need food, This country has assumed. re- 
sponsibility not only for feeding ourselves but many of the other 
peoples in the world. ; 

uman progress can be measured by the yardstick of how well we 
provide ourselves with the necessities of life, including some luxuries. 

Mr. Jensen. May I say right there, Mr. Miller, that that is the very 
thinking that has been in the minds of the members of this committee 
for many, many years. 

Mr. Muter. I know it has. 

'Mr. Jensen. And the past records show that this committee has 
been liberal in appropriating money for irrigation and reclamation 
projects. 

Mr. Miutzer. I know that is true and we ween appreciate it. 

Mr. Jensen. I do not think any member of the committee feels 
any different now than he has in the past. I think the members of 
this committee are very proud of the fact that they have been carry- 
ing on here in a manner that they have, to give full consideration to 
the production of food, feed, and fiber in America, that we know we 
are going to need. 
~ Tam glad you have just made the statement you made, because you 
are just exactly right. . 

I am getting pretty fed up with a lot of people who are worrying 
about this little surplus or reserve of food, feed, and fiber that we have 
today. I think we have been blessed without end, to the point where 
we have some food in the 

Some of us made a trip around the world pore! ves We saw nations 
that were crying for food, where they are spending 70 percent of their 
income for food. 

Mr. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. That is the average around the world. Here in Amer- 
ica we only spend 20 percent of our income for food and we are worry- 
ing about this little surplus food that we have in reserve, with a little 
surplus supply of food in the pantry. 
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Mr. Mixer. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. I am afraid that perhaps the Lord might say that 
we are the most ungrateful people in the world. 

Mr. Mrtxer. I can remember out in Kimball, Nebr., during the early 
thirties, with 3 or 4 years of drought, we did not raise enough wheat to 
put the seed back in the ground ; we did not have seed wheat. 

Mr. JensEN. Yes. 

Mr. Mitier. We did not have any surplus at that time. 

Mr. JENSEN. We forget awfully quick; do we not? 

Mr. Mriuuer. That is right. 

One of the gy wastes, I think, this country has is the tre- 
mendous runoff of water. I had the Congressional Library make a 
study of what they estimated the runoff of water would be in this 
country. They told me about 319 million acre-feet and we are using 
only about 78 million acre-feet or about one-fifth of the possible supply. 

The rest of itis wasted. Ofcourse, many folks do worry about flood 
control and we want flood control but the only difference between flood 
control and irrigation is that we, in irrigation, try to keep the water 
on the land, and under flood control they are trying to take the water 
off the land. 

In keeping the water on the land, it is done for the purpose of pro- 
ducing food and, of course, sound, feasible, irrigable peciects bring 
in new settlements, new security to the Nation, bring in additional taxes 
and bring in new industries. These are all needed in our growing 
country. 

The project I am particularly interested in in Nebraska is the Sar- 
gent project, Missouri River Basin project in Nebraska. It is a new 
one. The people have agreed on a repayment contract, they have voted 
for it, it has passed all the tests, it is feasible, and I hope when the 
individuals from Sargent appear before the committee on Thursday 
you will give them 15 minutes’ time. They have a good project and 
should be started. 

There are 6 or 8 projects that have been approved by the full com- 
mittee on which different individuals will appear in the next few 
sa to tell you about their merits. 

understand the Bureau of the Budget is about to give the green 
light to some of them, and it may send a supplemental budget over, 
giving it their official blessing, but even if they do not, I hope that 
the committee may, as it has in the past, even disregard that and 
make it possible to get started on the projects that are feasible. It 
takes 10 to 15 years to develop a project to bring it into pproduction 
and we need to look ahead. 

Mr. Jensen. You mean from the time it is authorized ? 

Mr. Mrrirr. Yes; from the time it is authorized. Looking ahead 
at the growth in population, increase in the number of new babies, 
with immigration, as I indicated, that reaches about 4 million every 
year in the United States. So in 25 years you have got another 100 
million more people to feed. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Will you agree, Doctor, that were it not for the irri- 
gation project, especially, the price of vegetables would be possibly 
50 percent higher 

r. Mriter. Yes; that’s right. I often refer to a project out in 
western Nebraska, one of the largest irrigation projects in the United 
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States. It was started in 1903 at Scotts Bluff, Nebr. It has returned 
many, many times its cost. It would be a dry, barren area with very 
little population without irrigation, It is now a rich, growing com- 
munity, simply because they are using the water on the land, 

Mr. Jensen. Doctor, will you furnish a list of the projects which 
the committee has already acted on and approved ? 

Mr. Mier. Yes. I will leave them with the committee as a 
part of my remarks, if I may. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; they will be printed in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


AUTHORIZED RECLAMATION PROJECTS READY FOR CONSTRUCTION (NEW STARTS) 


Collbran, Colo.—Total cost, $17,236,000. Maximum requirement for fiscal 
year 1955, $1 million. Work can start in 4 to 8 months. Purpose: Irrigation of 
about 20,000 acres, principally supplemental supplies; municipal water; and 
power. Mineral developments in western Colorado expanding, increasing 
population with demands for additional irrigation crop production, municipal 
water supplies, and additional power production. Repayment arrangements for 
irrigation and municipal water can be worked out. 

Sargent unit, Missouri River Basin project, Nebraska.—Irrigation of 17,600 
acres, With small powerplant to be installed later. Work can start in 2 to 6 
months. Estimated cost, $16,119,000. Maximum requirement, fiscal year 
1955, $1 million. Irrigation district formed and repayment contract being nego- 
tiated. Demand for irrigation stimulated by continued drought in Plains area. 

Hanover unit, Missouri River Basin project, Wyoming.—Irrigation, 6,153 acres. 
Cost, $2,610,000. Maximum requirement fiscal year 1955, $300,000. Work can 
start 4 to 12 months. Demand for irrigation increasing in Wyoming which con- 
tributes about 30 percent of oil revenue to Reclamation fund. Plans for irriga- 
tion district to execute repayment contract can be expedited. j 

Glendo unit, Missouri River Basin project, Wyoming.—Power installation of 
72,000 kilowatts, river regulation, and supplemental irrigation for 40,000 acres. 
Total cost $50,859,000. Maximum requirement for fiscal year 1955, $2 million. 
Work can start 6 to 9 months. States of Wyoming, Nebraska, and Colorado 
have reviewed and appreved regional directors’ report on Glendo. 

Lovewell Dam, Bostwick unit, Missouri River Basin project, Kansas.—Total 
cost, $10,450,000. Maximum requirement, fiscal year 1955, $1,500,000. Essential 
for insuring irrigation service to 25,000 acres to be supplied in area where 
drought has retarded crop production, Existing repayment arrangements can 
be expanded to cover additional acreage. Water for area released from Harlan 
County Reservoir already completed by Corps of Engineers and in operation. 

Heart Butte unit, Missouri River Basin project, North Dakota.—Irrigation 
distribution system. Dam already constructed. Total cost remaining work, 
$2,278,000. Maximum requirement, fiscal year 1955, $346,000. 

Nickwall unit, Missouri River Basin project, Montana,—lIrrigation of 2,790 
acres by pumping from Missouri River. Estimated cost, $890,000. Requirement 
for fiscal year 1955, $321,000. 


Mr. Fenton. I just want to ask you, Doctor, what would be your 
best estimate of the minimum surplus of food that we should carry 
in the United States? 

Mr. Minter. I do not know, Dr. Fenton; 


I have always felt that 
we ought to have the food that can be stored, a 2-year supply of food 
in the country is not bad. Of course, the Bible speaks of 7 lean years 
and 7 fat years, I do not think we could carry 7 ‘ge back, but 1 or 


2 years of the crops that are storeable, held 
like money in the bank. 

Mr. Fenton. What would that be, for instance, for wheat? 

Mr. Miter. I think we raised nearly a billion bushels of wheat, last 
ear, and I guess our consumption is around, between, five and six 
undred million bushels, so I think we are raising three or four 

million bushels more of wheat than we consume. Now that may be 


, is almost always 
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cut down with the drought, but I would think that six or seven 
hundred million bushels of wheat is not too much to carry back. Now, 
people might differ with me on that; but I would say about the same 
thing on corn. My daddy used to say on the farm, and he always 
kept a big crib of corn on hand, almost to the harvest of the next crop, 
he nba on that is money in the bank. I can look at that. That is 
my security. 

Mr. Fenton. What about butter? 

Mr. Miter. Butter does not keep so well. I think we have some 
300 million pounds now on hand. 

Mr. Jensen. About 280 million. 

Mr. Micier. Something like that. 

Mr. Jensen. That is Be than three pounds of butter for each 
person in the country. 

Mr. Miner. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. When you come to think it through. 

Mr. Mixer. It is an economic situation, because it is cheaper to buy 
oleomargarine than butter. 

Mr. Fenton. I was just asking for information, of course. 

Mr. Mutter. Yes. 

Mr. Fenton. You are interested in agriculture and we do hear a 
lot about this. 

Mr. Miter. After all, as our population grows, by 1975, if we are 
living on the same standards we are going to need more than we are 
raising at the present time. Our economists tell us we will need 6 
million more dairy cows and about 5.5 billion more pounds of beef 
for our population at that time. And we might need to have new 
foods that you get from irrigation projects. After all, there are only 
about 462 million acres of cultivatable land in the United States and 
that does not increase. You do have about 17 million acres of land 
that is subject to irrigation. This could produce much food. 

Mr. Fenton. As the chairman says, we on this committee have all 
been for irrigation. 

Mr. JensEN. Yes; we have. 

Rani Fenron. Are there any of those projects that have power in 
them 

Mr. Miter. In some of them. - In the units that I am thinking of 
here, I think there is a little in all of them. The Glendo Dam, wp in 
Wyoming, will have some 72,000 kilowatts and provide supplemental 
water to irrigate 40,000 acres. 

In that section, they are very short of power. 

Mr. Buper. Just one question, Dr. Miller. Is it not true that, in 
the main, the irrigated areas have not contributed to the particular 
ope of which we have a surplus now ? 

r. Miter. I think that is true. Asa rule, they do not raise corn 
wheat, or cotton and tobacco. Rice—rice is irrigated but not corn and 
not peanuts. They raise vegetables and beets for sugar, and alfalfa 
and the concentrated crops. Beans, perhaps, in some surplus, but 
beans keep well. But it is a different type of crop than wheat and 
corn, 

AsI stated, Mr. Chairman, the total cultivatable land in the United 
States is about 462 million acres. There has been an increase of 13 
percent in the population while there has only been an increase in 
10 years of 8 percent in production. It is estimated that in 1975, with 
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the present standard of living, we will need to produce 5.5 million 
= pounds of meat, 6 million more dairy cows, and 87 million more 
ens. 

Americans are eating more and better food because of our educa- 
tional and scientific methods of keeping people informed and pro- 
ducing food. 

History records that China has had more than 1,800 famines and 
that 50 percent of the mortality of that country is charged to hunger. 
As late as 1943, 1,000,000 people died in Bengal, India, attributed to 
starvation. In 1846 Ireland had a famine which accounted for the 
tide of Irish immigrants coming to the United States. 

If our population continues to increase, the years ahead may find 
that this country is eating itself out of house and home. It is only 
by bringing in more land under irrigation and production that we may 
—_ in the years ahead to provide this country with the necessities 
of life. 

’ Sound, feasible irrigation projects bring new wealth and security 
to the Nation. It brings in additional taxes. It produces new indus- 
tries for our dynamic, growing country. 

Many communities in the United States will cease to grow unless 
they have water, not only for domestic use for for their industry and 
for new irrigated lands. Your land and mine is a great, growing, 
dynamic country. The population has doubled since I graduated 
from medicine. I believe in another one-third of a century, we will 
have more than 300 million a demanding food. Unless we wisely 
plan for the future, we can be like other countries—short of the great 
necessity of life, which is food. 

There will be a great need for better farming, better soil conserva- 
tion, planned building methods, plus the proper use of fertilizers and 
pest control, and the use of water on good soil, if this country is to 
continue to produce a sufficient amount of food for our own needs as 
well as to meet the needs of the rest of the world. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you very much, Doctor, for your appearance 
and the information a have given the committee. 

Mr. Mirier. Thank you. 


Monpay, Frpruary 15, 1954. 
SouTHEASTERN Power ADMINISTRATION 


WITNESS 


HON. PAUL BROWN, REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
| STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, it is a pleasure for 
me to appear before this subeommitee and particularly so since I am 
appearing in connection with a matter in which I have a deep interest 
put a broad acquaintanceship. I wish to take this opportunity to 

nvite the attention of this subcommittee to certain facts concerning 
the appropriation request for fiscal year 1955 of the Southeastern 
Power Administration. This agency, which has marketing respon- 
sibility for the 10 Southeastern States, maintains its headquarters in 
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Elberton, Ga., my home town, in the 10th District of Georgia, the dis- 
trict which it has been my privilege to represent for many years. 

The agency’s request for funds for 1955, like its appropriation for 
1954, contains funds for the payment of wheeling fees and purchase 
of firming energy under its contract with the Vir inia Electric & 
Power Co. and also funds for the maintenance of the headquarters 
office in Elberton. The appropriation for this fiscal year for the latter 
purpose amounts to $311,000. The request for 1955 for the same pur- 
pose amounts to $250,000. I feel that an appropriation for 1955 
equivalent to that for this year would be merited since it appears to 
me that the agency will be required to perform more work in the next 
fiscal year than is required in this fiscal year. However, I am not 
asking that the appropriation made be greater than the President’s 
request in his budget for 1955, but I do feel, since the agency will have 
increased responsibility and since the President’s request is approxi- 
mately 20 percent less than the present appropriation, that the full 
amount requested should be appropriated. 

We should bear in mind that this agency, unlike many, returns to 
the Government large sums of money and that, therefore, it should 
operate at the maximum efficiency in order that the maximum amounts 
of soma under the law will be returned to the Federal Treasury, 
Some measure of the importance of the agency’s work is demonstrated 
by the realization that it is estimated that during this fiscal year the 
agency will collect and turn into the Federal Treasury $11,700,000 
and that the revenues for fiscal year 1955 are estimated to increase to 
over $13,500,000. 

I am deeply concerned with three matters for which the agency has 


responsibility and for which I feel the agency must be adequatel 
staffed. First, I think it is essential that the agency negotiate a | 
enter into contracts for the sale of power which will result in a fair 
division among all prospective purchasers of the benefits from the 
Federal hydroelectric aig aay having due regard to the prefer- 


ence provisions of the law. Second, I feel the administration of these 
contracts and operations under the contracts must be such that all 
customers are treated fairly and equitably while at the same time the 
maximum revenue obtainable under the contracts is returned to the 
Government. Third, I feel that rates must be set at levels which will 
return to the Federal Government all investment and expenses prop- 
erly chargennie to power development and that this matter must be the 
subject of constant check to reflect any changing conditions to assure 
this repayment, 

It is my understanding that contracts for the sale of power from 
the projects in the Cumberland Basin and the Allatoona project were 
in effect before the establishment of the agency and that its prima 
concern has, therefore, been with the disposal of power from the Clark 
Hill, Kerr, Philpott, and Jim Woodruff projects. It is further my 
understanding that with respect to these 4 projects there are now 3 
powse systems to which power is being delivered at the projects under 
ong-term contracts (South Carolina Public Service Authority, Green- 
wood County Electric Power Commission, and Virginia Electric & 
Power Co.) and 2 to which delivery is being made under short-term 
contracts (Georgia Power Co. and Appalachian Electric Power Co.) 
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There remain to be made, therefore, arrangements for the delivery of 

wer at all four of the projects on long-term basis to power systems 
in the service areas of the projects. These include Elec- 
tric Power Co., Carolina Piwer & Light Co., Georgia Power Co., Ala- 
bama Power Co., Gulf Power Co., Georgia Power & we ae Co., and 
Florida Power Corp. While of course I do not know what arrange- 
ments for disposal will be made or whether they will involve all of the 
companies named, nevertheless it is apparent that a very substantial 
part of the job of power disposal remains to be made. 

Further, irrespective of the type of arrangements for disposal, it 
will be necessary for the agency to make specific arrangements with 
the various preferred agencies in the service area of the projects as to 
the amounts of power which these agencies will receive. For exam- 
ple, in the State of Georgia with which I am most familiar, there are 

7 rural electric cooperatives and 44 municipalities which are served 
by the Georgia Power Co. The proposal made by that company with 
respect to Clark Hill power anticipates that the Government will 
contract with each of the preferred agencies receiving power, which I 
should judge would involve agreements with most if not all of the 81 
preferred agencies served by the yop veh I assume that similar 
situations exist in the service areas of the other power systems I have 
mentioned. 

Although the Army Corps of Engineers is responsible for the phys- 
ical operation of the projects, the marketing agency must nevertheless 
administer the operating provisions of its contracts and concern itself 
with the scheduling and dispatch of power under its contracts to the 
various systems to whom power is delivered at the J prggrnin plants. 
It is essential that the agency be adequately staffed to carry out this 
responsibility in such a way that the available water resources from 
time to time are made use of in a way that is fair to all purchasers but 
at the same time returns the maximum revenue to the Government. 

It is also essential that the agency be adequately staffed to make rate 
and economic studies on each of the projects to assure repayment. of 
power costs and that these studies be periodically reviewed to reflect 
the actual expenses incurred and revenues collected. 

It is my view that the type of arrangement which may be entered 
into for the disposal of Clark Hill power in Georgia will not affect 
the —— need for the funds requested for fiscal year 1955. It 
should be borne in mind that the agency’s work in connection with 
disposal of power in Georgia is in addition to the work which it 
already has. Regardless of the type of arrangement it will be neces- 
sary to negotiate contracts with all the agencies involved and further 


the type of arrangement will not affect the operational problems and 
responsibility involved in the scheduling and dispatch of power into 
the company’s power system. It is true that under the Georgia 
re arrangement the agency would not be required to bill the 


peso agencies for the power which they receive but the job of 
peer is but a very minor part of the work which must be performed 
the agency. 

rhe I have stated I am well acquainted with the functions and 
responsibilities of the Southeastern Power Administration and it is 
my considered judgment that the amount requested in the President’s 
budget for 1955 is the minimum amount necessary to carry out these 
functions and responsibilities. 
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Turspay, Fresruary 16, 1954. 
Cororapo-Bie Tuompson Prosecr 
WITNESSES 
J. M. DILLE 


IVAN C. CRAWFORD, DIRECTOR, COLORADO WATER CONSERVA- 
TION BOARD 


Mr. Jensen. The subcommittee will come to order. 

We are pleased to have with us this afternoon, Mr. Dille, who is 
interested in the Colorado-Big Thompson, and other projects, and 
also Mr. Ivan C. Crawford, who appears here in the interests of sev- 
eral in Colorado. 


All right, Mr. Dille, do you have a statement ? 

Mr. Drie. I have a prepared statement here which I have boiled 
down to as few words as possible, and I will just summarize that, 
Mr. Jensen, as I remember you and other members of the committtee 
are somewhat familiar with our project. 

There are a few points I would like to make, which I will go 
through in my paper here. 

As you know, this is a combined power and irrigation undertaking 
where the United States retains all the power features and income 
and the conservancy district obtains the use of the water for supple- 
mental irrigation. 

The water diverted from the Colorado River through the Alva 
B. Adams 13-mile tunnel operates the powerplants on its fall down 
the eastern slope of the Rocky Mountains and is then stored for 
irrigation use in the district. 

Construction work started in 1938 and has continued through the 
16 years as funds have been provided by the Congress. 

he 5 powerplants are now in operation and producing energy 
which is fed into the interconnected Colorado-Wyoming system of 
the Bureau of Reclamation, returning revenue to the Treasury. 

Under the terms of a temporary arrangement with the Bureau, the 
district is renting and distributing the water to those parts of the 
district that can be served by the incomplete distribution system. 
These rentals ’are remitted to the United States and are in addition to 
the future construction payments. 

However, under the terms of the repayment contract between the 
district and the United States, the repayment of the district’s share 
of the construction costs cannot begin until the project is complete 
and water can be delivered to all parts of the district. 

It should be explained that funds for the repayment will be obtained 
from assessments on the water allotted to the farmers by the district 
and also from a 1-mill tax on all the real and personal property in the 
district, which is a unique feature. 

The purpose of this tax is to place part of the cost of the > 
mental water supplies on the general public as a reflection of the 
expected indirect benefit to the area and thus reduce the water assess- 
ments paid by the farmers to a figure they felt they were able to pay. 

The district is prepared to start collection of these assessments and 
taxes and start the repayment as soon as the project is completed and 
the Secretary of the Interior issues notice to that effect. 
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In fact, the district directors and others who have worked with the 
Bureau for many years to develop the project for its maximum pos- 
sible benefits are anxious to get the job done and in full operation and 
begin repayment of the obligation. 

Also, of course, the farmers and others who cannot be served until 
the im say fae of the distribution system are completed fee] 
that they are having to wait a long time. 

The project is now over 97 percent complete and only about $4 mil- 
lion is necessary for the remaining work. 

The last features are the Boulder Creek supply canal and the 
South Platte supply canal. These features must be completed before 
we can serve the large farming areas in the Boulder Creek and South 
Platte River Valleys. 

A part of the Boulder Creek Canal is now under construction, but 
we understand that unless the $750,000 item for the project in the 
1955 President’s Interior Department budget is considerably in- 
creased, the Bureau will not have sufficient funds to complete this unit 
or to start work on the South Platte Canal. 

We repectfully suggest to the committee that they consider whether 
it will not be sounder economy for the Government to supply the 
funds to complete the remaining work as soon as possible, permit the 
repayment to the United States to begin and eliminate the heavy over- 
head expenses of the Bureau offices in administering an extended small 
construction program. 

Finally, however, I wish to add that we strongly approve the efforts 
of Congress and the administration to balance the budget and if it is 
decided that completion of our project must be deferred to that end, 
we will accept the verdict and cooperate with the Bureau the best we 
~ in continuing to operate the project on a partial and temporary 

sis. 

But we still believe that, under the conditions thar I have outlined, 
it will be far better for both the United States and our district to com- 
plete the work as soon a8 possible, stop the overhead costs and start the 
re amo of taxpayers’ money that has gone into the project. 

ank you. 

i there are any questions the committee has I will be glad to 
amplify it. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Dille. I must say that Congressman 
Hill, of Colorado, appeared before the committee a few days ago, and 
expressed the same wishes that you have expressed, and we went into 
the matter quite extensively at that time. 

I presume that any questions we 2 ask now, and your answers 
wink be repetitious of the record that has already been made, but you 
are, of course, backing up the statements made by Mr. Hill, as you will 
see when you read the record. 

Also, Congressman Chenoweth has talked to me at quite some length 
about these projects. He feels exactly as you and Mr. Hill do. 

I can assure you that the committee will give your request due con- 
sideration, and, as you say, the committee has carried your project 
on by appropriating money in prior years. 

Mr. Ditte. We appreciate that. But I thought it might be well for 
somebody from our district organization to give you our picture, 
directly, and we appreciate it. 


4 
& 


1419 


Mr. JENSEN. That is very proper. That is the way we learn the 
facts about these different projects. There are always some problems 
that we have to contend with, and the best way for us to know the facts 
and appropriate accordin ly, is to learn the facts from folks like 
you, who are on the ground, day in and day out, or quite often at least. 
I think every member of the committee, however, has seen the Colo- 
rado-Big Thompson project. 

Mr. Dittx. I know. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, it is a wonderful project. There is no 
question about it. And it will be of great benefit to the people out. 
there. 

Now, is there any other item in the bill that you are particularly 
interested in? 

Mr. Due. Iam not prepared to talk on anything else. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr, Crawford. 

Mr. Orawrorp. I am the director of the Colorado Water Conser- 
vation Board and I am appearing in that capacity today. 

Beginning my brief statement, I should like to say that the board, 
of course, in the earlier days, approved the Big Thompson project, 
and is heartily behind the statements made here today by Mr. Dille 
with regard to completion of that project. 

My appearance here today is principally caused by the desire to 
help make sure, as far as Colorado is concerned, as nearly as possible, 
that there is plenty of money for the general investigation, and that 
is what I wish to confine my statements to. 

Mr. Jensen. What project are you interested in ? 


GUNNISON RIVER AND CUREQANTI PROJECT 


Mr. Crawrorp. Project No. 1 is the Gunnison River and Curecanti 
roject, 

’ Mr. Jensen. Is there a specific item in the budget for that project ? 

r. Crawrorp. No; there is not. That is, there is an item of 
$92,418 for project investigations in the upper Colorado River storage. 
The money, if any, that is spent on that project, I think, must neces- 
sarily come from that fund. We want to make sure some is spent 
there, because it is a matter which has halfway divided Colorado and 
for 2 years there has been very bitter feeling with regard to the project. 
We want to make sure there is enough money to investigate about 8 
to 10 miles below the proposed site of that dam. We think that if that 
can be done, additional head will be secured which will make the 
project feasible. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you have misgivings that unless we specifically 
designate and ABPHOpRING for investigations of that project that no 
money will be spent 

Mr, Crawrorp. Iwon’t go so far as that, I think our constituents 
in Colorado would feel better if this was. in the record some place. 
That is all that we ask. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 
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-YAMPA-WHITE RIVER BASINS 


Mr. Crawrorp. The next one is Yampa-White River Basins. There 
is $75,000 in the budget for that, and that is a reconnaissance survey 
of those two river basins in northwestern Colorado, meeting pretty 
largely soil conservation, plus potential water development. We are 
very anxious to have that. J99f 

Then, No. 3: Some small projects—$5,000 and $100,000 respec- 
tively for the Animas-Plata and Cliff-Divide projects, to clean them 
up and finish them. 

They are in the budget. 


SAN LUIS VALLEY PROJECT 


Next, the San Luis Valley project, the Wagon Wheel Gap Dam, that 
we spoke about, is in for S45, to complete investigations. There 
was a report rendered on that last summer, but it was decided at that 
time that additional data should be secured wth regard to the correla- 
tion of surface water storage and underground storage, plus some 
power, and that is what that money would be used for. 

This was authorized in 1940, this project, but it was 1949 before they 
got an irrigation prolest formed to take care of it. The report was 
given in 1953, and we are asking for additional 


Mr. Jensen. That is one of the projects that Congressman Cheno- 
weth spoke to me about that he was very much interested in. That 
is $40,000? 

Mr. Crawrorp. Yes. ii 

Mr. Jensen. He was interested in seeing that $40,000 was appro- 


priated and earmarked for that project. 

Mr, Crawrorp. That is what the Bureau of Reclamation budget 
shows at the present time. 

Mr. Jensen. The original estimate for investigations on that proj- 
ect was $18,712, and in this fiseal year they are spending $41,712, leav- 
ing $40,000 to be expended in 1955. 


FRYINGPAN-ARKANSAS PROJECT 


Mr. Crawrorp. The next one is the Fryingpan-Arkansas project 
which is before the committee. 

We want $35,000 to provide additional information. 

Mr. JenNseN. The Fryingpan-Arkansas project. That is a new one 
tome. Where is that located? . 

_Mr. Crawrorp. It is right up near Leadville, which is my home. 
It brings water from the western slope and dips it over into the 
Arkansas River and brings it out for use of additional water, plus 
a considerable amount of power development, plus some water su 
ply—12,000 acre-feet for water supply. That was heard before the 
committees of Congress last spring, and I think is in some committee 
at the present time, awaiting authorization. bE 

This is in the budget, too, $30,000. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. That is supposed to finish that in- 
vestigation. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Yes. It should be ready then for advanced plan- 
ning. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

All right, Mr. Crawford. 


DOLORES PROJECT 


Mr. Crawrorp. The next one is the Dolores project. That is in 
southwestern Colorado in the uranium district, down near the four 
corners. $74,000, in order to make detailed investigations upon which 
to base a recommendation for authorization. 

In other words, it is not a beginning project. It is a continuation. 
There is already a status report, or will be a status report available 
within a few weeks. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Crawrorp. There is another project down there, not noted in 
your budget, I think, the San Miguel, which is right alongside of it. 
And we hope money will be available, if any further is needed, to 
fiinish that project. They just got a status report on it the other 
day. 

Mr. Jensen. There is no item in the budget for it this year? 

Mr. CrawForp. No, sir. 

Now, some basin surveys: Colorado has actively participated in 
the Arkansas-White-Red Basins Interagency Committee, and is im- 
pressed with the value of the work that is being done by the Federal 
agencies and the several States in developing comprehensive plans 
for the basins. 

NORTH PLATTE 


We note there is in that about $100,000 for the North Platte, for 
continuation of basin surveys, in the North Platte drainage, and we 
want to stand behind that, ame we think a portion of that would 
be used in Colorado and we need it in the upper Platte River. 


SOUTH PLATTE 


There is $50,000 in there also for the South Platte. That money 
would be used, we expect principally, to attempt to locate higher 
laced reservoirs on the tributaries of the South Platte. We are very 
een in Colorado to have these reservoirs as high up as we can get 
them, because it cuts down, first, the evaporation, and second, it places 
the water up where you can use it when it comes downstream. We 
think that $50,000 could have been spent a long time ago, and we hope 
it will hold its place in the budget. 


COLLBRAN PROJECT 


The next one is the advanced planning: Advanced planning for the 
Collbran project. You will hear about the Collbran project again 
the day after tomorrow, from Mr. Aspinwall. 

Now, there was, I think, a movement afoot to try to obtain appro- 
priations for that this year, because it has been authorized- 

Mr. Jensen. You say Wayne will appear in support of that? 

Mr. CrawForp. Or someone from his district. But I think they wil! 
not ask—I better not be ne Dies as to what they are going to do. 
The district hasn’t been formed out there yet. 

So in this advanced planning, there is $75,000 for advanced plan- 
ning on the Collbran project. That is in the budget. And that would 
be used for making designs and specifications and carrying forth the 
expense in the district formation. 
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We think that that should be allotted to them, with a string tied to 
it, that no money be actually expanded until the district is formed. 

Mr. JENSEN. There is no money being spent for construction ¢ 
_ Mr. Crawrorp. No, not until the district is formed. 

Mr. Jensen. I am glad to report to you that you don’t have to worry 
too much about that, because this committee is not in the habit of 
appropirating money for construction until the water users sign a 
contract and agree to make the payments that are required under the 
peace = to repay their portion of the expenditures for construction. 

e are pretty careful about that. 


ORCHARD MESA DIVISION 


Mr. Crawrorp. I have one other project in that neighborhood, the 
Orchard Mesa division of the Grand Valley project. This is in need 
of a rehabilitation survey. It is in the bodent or $25,000, 

Mr. Jensen. What Erste is that again? 

Mr. Crawrorp. Orchard Mesa division. Such a survey would de- 
termine the exact condition of existing facilities and the cost of re- 
habilitation of the same. 

Mr. Jensen. Let’s just talk about that a minute. 

We had some difficulty in matters of that nature, where we furnished 
money for rehabilitation. Isn’t it possible for the water users of that 

roject to go to the local bank, sign a note, and get the necessary 

nds to rehabilitate their project, rather than to come to the Federal 
Government and ask for funds and then be obliged to pay for some 
surveys, engineering, and some personnel we send out there? When 
Uncle Sam invests money in a project, he has to see to it that the money 
is spent properly, and that costs a lot of money, in fact, more money 
than is justified in many instances. 

Now, those water users know about what they want, about what 
they need, og Ne have good engineers available, right there close, 
that can assist them, and in the long run, the water user will be much 
better off. Rehabilitation, without a doubt, will cost much less if 
that is done than for the Federal Government to furnish the money 
and then send out all these men, all these people, to carry on the re- 
habilitation program. 

Mr. Crawrorp. They are 

Mr. Jensen. I would suggest at you ascertain—why don’t you 
bring that to their attention 

Mr. Crawrorp. I would be very glad to. 

Mr, Jensen. And see if they can’t handle that under their own man- 
agement, with the finances that they can surely obtain through the 
local banking institutions, without coming to Uncle Sam. I am sure 
they would be better off in the long run if they take hold of that thing 
themselves. 

Mr. Crawrorp, I am quite sure that that would at least be my way 
of solving the problem. 

As far as this rehabilitation is concerned, these funds are for a sur- 
vey project. It was designed and placed in there originally by the 
Reclamation Service. It runs into the suburbs of Grand Junction at 
the present, time. 

r, JENSEN. The project is all paid out, isn’t it? 
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Mr. CrawForp. I am not sure. 
Mr. Jensen. Generally, it is where the project is already paid out. 
Mr. Crawrorp. I don’t think it is. 

Mr. Jensen. [f it isn’t, it must be pretty well paid out. 

Mr. Crawrorp. It is one of the earlier projects, but I don’t believe 
it is paid out. 

Mr. Jensen. It isn’t necessary to have Uncle Sam make the investi- 
gation, but you have engineers to do that, and could a do just as 
good or a better job than a Bureau engineer could do. 

Mr. Crawrorp. You see, the Bureau is right there on the ground, 
and they have ansoffice there. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, I know that. 

Mr. Crawrorp. I would be very glad to convey that viewpoint to 
them, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. I wish you would do that. 


SAN JUAN-CHAMA DIVERSION 


Mr. Crawrorp. The next is San Juan-Chama diversion. This in- 
volves taking water from Colorado and transferring it across the 
mountain range to the San Juan River into the Rio Grande Basin. 
And it is provided for in the upper Colorado River compact of 1948. 

Before a plan can be developed to effectuate this diversion, it is 
necessary that a large amount of investigational work be done. Colo- 
rado supports New Mexico and wants to see a through investigation 
before anything is done toward diverting that water. 

} The last one is the Cisco-Thompson project—a reconnaissance sur- 
4 vey of $25,000. This would determine roughly the power and irriga- 
‘ tion possibilities of the area, the potential use of the DeBeque Reser- 
( voir and the arable lands in the pumping division of the Grand Valley 
project. Such a study is of sania) importance to Colorado at the 
; present time on account of the ne DeBeque Dam they are in- 
4 vestigating at the present time. That will afford a storage of water 
and some of it may be carried off for this purpose and into Utah. It 

affects both Utah and Colorado. 

j Now, the rest of my other two pages here are devoted to an emphasis 
j of what Colorado thinks is the necessity for general investigation 
’ funds, and a feeling that while $6 million is proposed to be appro- 
priated, in the budget at the present time, that doesn’t give any in- 
crease to funds over the last year. Last year, I think it was about $3 
million that finally went through for general investigations. This 
year it is $6 million, but it ineludhe additional territory to be worked 
over. 

In my last 2 years as State engineer for Idaho, Federal Emergenc 
Administration of Public Works, I have seen the time when it too 
more than 2 or 3 years to get the plans and get going. For that reason, 
where these projects go into construction sooner or later, my feeling 
is that we save lots of time by having them ready to go. 

For that reason, I hope it will be possible to increase money for gen- 
eral investigations, and that is the feeling of the Board, so far as the 
State of Colorado is concerned. We think there is a very real danger 
that bringing new activities into this general investigation budget 
may result in a lowering of the amount of money that goes into in- 
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vestigations in the western part of the United States, particularly in 
Colorado River Basin. ‘ 

Mr. Jensen. You have been in this kind of work a long while, 
haven’t you, Mr. Crawford ? 

Mr. Crawrorp. Off and on. 

Mr. Jensen. For how many years? 

Mr. Crawrorp. For about 5 years. But for many years I taught 
civil engineering at the University of Idaho, Colorado, Kansas, and 
Michigan, and it is kind of like getting back home, getting into this. 

Mr. Jensen. You can’t get away from it, can you? 

Mr. Crawrorp. I should like to emphasize the pojnt this way: 8 or 
10 years ago we thought nothing of appropriating as high as $12 
million for one educational institution to do research work on guided 
missiles. I know that because I happened to be the chairman of the 
committee in charge of that work at that institution. Now, there are 
— 15 or 20 places over the United States where that work is 

ing carried on, and each getting about that same budget. We know 
this isn’t such an urgent case, but it is a matter of applied research 
that we are doing out in the field and that data is not only good now, 
but it will guide us for 50 years in the future. 

For that reason, we are very hopeful in Colorado that there will be 
plenty of general investigation work going on during the next period 
of the budget of 1955. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Crawrorp. That concludes my statement. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, gentlemen, thank you for your information. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Thank you for your courteous reception. 

Mr. Jensen. Discussion off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


Turspay, Frervuary 16, 1954. 
Bov.per Crry anp Humsour Prosecr, Nevapa 


HON. CLIFTON YOUNG, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEVADA 


Mr. Jensen. We have with us again today Congressman Clifton 
Young, of Nevada, who wants to talk about some matters pertaining to 
his district. Mr. Young was before the committee the other day, 
and presented some information to the committee, which I think was 
very helpful. 

Mr. Young, we are glad to have you back. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I hope the other Members 
of Congress don’t take as much time before your committee. 

Mr. Jensen. We are glad to have you. 

Mr. Young. I would like to testify first with regard to 
tions for Boulder City, and secondly on a project which I understand 
was in the planning of the Bureau of Reclamation but was deleted 
by — Bureau of the Budget, namely, the Humbolt project in northern 

evada. 
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Concerning Boulder City, I am sure the subcommittee well realizes 
that when the last yard of concrete was poured into Hoover Dam, the 
committee’s problems didn’t end with respect to this area, 

In the budget for Boulder City for 1955 there are not sufficient pro- 
visions for maintenance of certain of the utilities in an adequate state 
of repair, 1 know it is the committee’s desire that Boulder City be- 
come a self-governing entity at the earliest. possible date. 

Last summer I was chairman of a subcommittee of the House 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee which held a hearing in 
Boulder City, securing testimony from those who favor and those who 
disapprove such legislation. 

A bill to accomplish this has been drafted, and is now being con- 
sidered by the Bureau of the Budget, although it hasn’t, as yet, been 
introduced in. Congress. 

J am informed, although I don’t have accurate figures, that the 
maintenance of utilities, streets, sidewalks, and curbing in Boulder 
City has not been up to par. I feel that masmuch as the income from 
this area now is more than the expenses, that. we are justified in seek- 
ing additional appropriations to maintain their street and sidewalks 
and curbing in a reasonable state of repair. 

Mr. Jensen. Until such time as the sale is finally consummated. 

Mr. Youna. Yes, sir, I understand, although 1 can’t personally 
verify the figures, that for the coming fiscal year the income from 
rents will be around $630,000, and the expenses will be around 
$550,000, 

One of the provisions of the bill to provide for self-government 
would provide funds for repair of streets and sidewalks. Pending 
that time it would help the morale and perhaps make residents more 
amenable to self-government if a reasonable state of repair were 
maintained. 

The second item is with regard to the operation of the water soften- 
ing plant. Because of economy measures recommended by congres- 
sional committees, funds were not available for the operation of the 
water plant. It was an administrative decision on the part of the 
city manager and the advisory council in Boulder City. They had 
inadequate money for all services and this item was discontinued. 

Here, again, I think two factors warrant consideration: One is that 
by failing to operate the water softener there are additional expenses 
in maintaining the pipes and plumbing in the city. Secondly, there is 
a problem of morale. Recently there has been a raising of rents in 
Boulder City. 'There have been reductions in force and a feeling of 
insecurity, all of which adds up to a mental attitude not conducive to 
the people glady and willingly taking over management of the city. 

e third item is with regard to the hospital. One of the initial 
steps in the plan for eventually becoming a self-operating city was to 
have local citizens take over the operation of the hospital. I am glad 
to be able to report to the committee here that some progress is being 
made in this area. 

I talked with one of the attorneys responsible for planning and 
carrying out the transformation of the operation of the hospital from 
the Government to a private nonprofit corporation, and he tells me 
that corporation papers were signed yesterday, are being forwarded 
to the secretary of State in Nevada. They hope to be able to complete 
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this by June 30 of this year. The Secretary of the Interior has set 
a deadline of March 31, but the papers have to be approved by the 
International Revenue Department, and also by the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare, and there may be some stumbling 
block along the way. ; 

The operating entity would be a nonprofit corporation. There 
are some 13 trustees, and it is my understanding that 5 or 6 are from 
the most active clubs, such as the Lions, the Rotary, the Eastern Star, 
and other trustees are appointed by lot. They recognize the corpora- 
tion will have to operate at a loss but hope to make up the deficit by 
community drives for funds. | 

For example, the Rotary Club would take on the task of securing 
necessary funds to make up the deficit in yo wee The Eastern Star 
would secure necessary funds for nursery deficits, and so forth. 

I am hopeful that the transformation can take place by March 31 
although I have been requested by them to seek an extension until 
June 30, in the event that delay is encountered. 

But the problem that gives me some pause at this time is what might 
occur if they were not successful by June 30 in making a transfer. I 
know the Department of the Interior doesn’t want to give them too 
much leeway, lest the community lessens its efforts to complete the 
transaction. But when June 30 rolls around, and because of circum- 
stances beyond their control—perhaps the Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare won’t approve their plan or the Internal 
Revenue Department finds reasons to object—then I am afraid if 
there are not funds available, the hospital may be forced to close. It 
would be an ernst situation in the community. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say, that a few days ago the regional director 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, Mr. Nielson, appeared before the com- 
mittee, at which time we talked at quite some length about the Boulder 
City situation, and also the hospital problem. 

ou have elaborated on what he told the committee, and I think now 
the committee has a pretty thorough understanding of the situation. 

I hope, however, that the hospital board can work out the matter 
in such a way that it will be completed before June 30. It appears that 
is sufficient time to work it out, if it ean be worked out. 

Mr. Young. If they don’t meet unexpected problems along the way, 
Mr. Chairman. I understand Grand Coulee had some 11 months to 
perform the same job from the time they started. Whereas in 
Boulder City they have been working only from last November on 
the actual plans. They feel, compared to Grand Coulee, that they 
are making good progress. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say I visited Boulder City in the middle of 
December, at which time I went to the hospital, or was taken there 
by interested people, Government officials and others, and the mat- 
ter was explained to me at that time quite in detail. It is a very fine 
little hospital. Of course, there are only 23 beds. And they men- 
tioned at that time that if they had 40 beds the hospital would be 
self-supporting. 

Isu that it might be the cheapest way and the best way out 
to buik the additional room for 16 or 17 beds, and then they could 
accept patients from quite a large area, and the hospital would then be 
self-supporting. 
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I think you will find, in the long run, that that is going to be the 
solution, to put that hospital on a paying basis. ‘ial not only that, 
but the beds are needed, I sontentinaad 

However, there is very little farm community around the city— 
itismil, But you have other towns there, like—— 

Mr. Youne. Henderson. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; Henderson. That is only about 17 or 18 miles 
from there, And they could expect many patients to be brought over 
from Henderson. <A 40-bed hospital would: not be at all out of order. 
I think, in fact, it would be necessary ; then there would be no problem 
about finances, and it wouldn't take much money to add the additional 
capacity to make it self-supporting. I am sure, after going into the 
matter, that that would be the best solution. 

Of course, to raise the money to build those additional facilities 
possibly would not be the easiest thing in the world, but there are all 
kinds of people around that part of the country who are quite well to 
do. I presume they would feel about like the people in a little town in 
my district, 10 miles from home. 

I was called over to that town by the minister of the church, and 
he said, “We need a little hospital here.” That was about § years ago. 

He said, “We want to make application for a loan from the Goy- 
ernment.” And I said, iw do you want todo that? I think these 
people around here would like to contribute to a little hospital.” 


I said, “I think you would be surprised if you would call a meeting 
of your board and appoint a building committee and give them the au- 
thority to take contributions. A lot of people, even outside of your 
territory here, the great cee of Elk Horn would be only too glad 


to contribute to a fine thing like this.” 

He said, “I hadn’t thought about that, and we will try that.” 

To make a long story short, they built the hospital within 2 years, 
the finest little hospital you ever saw, and equipped it, and it is paid for. 

Now, that minister called me about 3 years after 1 made that sugges- 
tion, and he said, “I want to show. you what your suggestion did.” 
And he took me Hiroyan that fine little hospital, and the people are just 
as proud ascan be. ‘They took care of their ownsick. They didn’t ask 
Uncle Sam to come out there and invest money. They are just as 
proud as peacocks. And people from other towns contributed money. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record, 

Mr. Jensen. On the record. : 

Mr. Young. I think you are right. The community out there has 
not as yet completely tapped the great reservoir of strength that lies 
within. But there is one unfavorable factor. It is something like a 
temporary community in certain ways. The people who work for the 
Government aren’t sure they will be there next year or 5 years or 15 
years from now. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

There is hardly a person out in that area now who wouldn’t con- 
tribute to an addition to that hospital, and you would be surprised to 
find that there would be people in Las Vegas and niany other towns 
who might want to help this little hospital. 
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Mr. Youne. I would like to testify now, Mr. Chairman, on the 
Humbolt project, which is in northern Nevada. I believe it was in- 
cluded in the planning of the Bureau of Reclamation, but it was later 
taken from the budget by the Bureau of the Budget. 

The Humbolt project itself was originally authorized in 1935, and 
a dam was constructed which has a usable capacity of some 179,000 
acre-feet. It has been a paying project. 

Now the Federal Government in conjunction with the Humbolt 

project spent nearly $500,000 purchasing lands and appurtenant 
water rights and improvement to facilities on what is known as the 
Battle Mountain water development and collection system. This is 
located upstream about a hundred miles from where Rye Patch Dam 
was constructed. 
_ They have made applications for changing the point of diversion 
and beneficial use of water which was located on those lands but the 
State engineer of Nevada has declined to approve the applications 
because the water itself has not been transferred from all of the land. 
They need to do more work in channel clearance, constructing cer- 
tain dykes and dams, in order to completely appropriate and use the 
water which the Federal Government purchased Hack in 1934 and 
1935. 


It is estimated that the total amount required for this would be 
$118,000. All of the work would be performed by the Pershing 
County Water Conservation District, through funds advanced by 


the United States, and if the appropriation is made, then a supple- 
mental contract would be negotiated with the district in conformance 
with the Rehabilitation and Betterment Act of October 7, 1949. 

I don’t know why it was taken from the budget by the Bureau of 
the Budget. Perhaps they feel that other projects are more quali- 
fied or more urgent. I do feel, however, that it is a good project. 
T know the people in that area need the water and they have a splen- 
did record of repayment on the Rye Patch Dam and Reservoir which 
was built in 1935 and 1936. 

Mr. Jensen. $9,000 was estimated to be the total cost of the in- 
vestigations on that project. In 1953 we appropriated $1,869 and 
in 1954 we appropriated a balance of $7,131. Those 2 items amounted 
to the total estimated cost of the investigation, $9,000. 

The justifications say : 

Investigations to be undertaken and completed in fiscal year 1954, to determine 
the justification of constructing additional work necessary to control flooding 
on lands near Battle Mountain, Nev., which were purchased to obtain the ap- 
purtenant water rights and to secure from the State Engineer final proof of 
change of point of diversion of beneficial use. 

Now, the Department has not made any recommendations to the 
committee, nor has it shown us a report on this project, so we are lost 
at the present time, Mr. Young, to know just what the position of the 
Denartment is relative to this project. 

However, I can assure you the committee is interested in the project, 
and I am wondering now why the report has not been submitted to 
the committee, or why more hasn’t been said about it in the justifica- 
tions. I assure you we will look into it. 
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Mr. Youne. Would it be possible, Mr. Chairman, for me to give you 
further information ? 

Mr. Jensen. I think if you would ask the Department to give you 
information as to what their findings were, that you would be per- 
fectly within your rights, and entitled to know. I would like to know. 
This committee would like to know. 

Mr. Youne. May I submit it to the committee here? 

Mr. Jensen. Now, if you could get that statement before we mark 
up the bill and close our books on the bill, which will be later next 
week, we would be glad to insert their reply to your letter in the record. 

I believe that would clear up the matter. And then we would know 
the position the Department had taken. 

Mr Youne. Fine; I will get that information, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. As it stands now, we are left in the dark. 

Mr. Youna. I will get that and submit it then to the committee. 
‘Thank you for your time. 


Turspay, Fepruary 16, 1954. 


WITNESS 


FOWLER BARKER, SECRETARY, ASSOCIATION OF PROFESSIONAL 
PHOTOGRAMMETRISTS 


Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Barker. You are the secretary of the 
Association of Professional Photogrammetrists ? 

Mr. Barker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You have a statement here, Mr. Barker. Do you want 
to read that ? 

Mr. Barker. I can scan it, sir. 

I will skip the first paragraph. It is about how glad I am to be 
here, and so forth. 

I would like to say that we are in the flying business, and the first 
enclosure covers what we do and how we do it. We do all the flying 
for almost every Government department, that is, in the field. But 
that is only 10 percent of our revenue. We would like to balance the 
flying with 90 percent, which is making maps, processing them from 

e flying. 

Mr, J ay How long has your concern been in business? 

Mr. Barker. We were organized in 1951. Some of the companies 
which I represent, nine of them, have been in business since the start, 
way back before World War II. 

Mr. aeean. Will you insert in the record the name of the com- 
panies 

Mr. Barker. Yes, sir; I can. 

(The information requested follows :) 

Aero Service Corp., Philadelphia, Pa. Charles O. Greenwood, Jr., Sacramento, 
Alster & Associates, Washington, D.C. —_ Calif. 
Jack Ammann Photogrammetric Engi- Lockwood, Kessler & Bartlett, Inc., 

neers, San Antonio, Tex. Great Neck, N. Y. 

Michael Baker, Jr., Inc., Rochester, Pa. Pafford, Jones & White, Hollywood, 
Fairchild Aerial Surveys, Inc., Los An- _ Calif. 
geles, Calif. Ryall Engineering Co., Denver, Colo. 
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_ Mr. Jensen. Go ahead, Mr, Barker, 

Mr. Barker. You have probably heard that the United States is 
the worst. mapped nation in the world. A chart which I have will 
show that. Perhaps you have seen this before. You will notice 
where the United States is. It is only exceeded by Poland as the 
world’s worst mapped nation in the world, for which we have data. 
It should be explained that Belgium, Netherlands, Great Britain, 
France, and Switzerland were easier to map because they were smaller 
areas, and they have been working on mapping for many years in 
those countries. 

It should also be explained that Japan is a smaller area, as you 
know, and if you were to completely balance the scale that Japan uses, 
which is generally about 1 to 200,000, the United States would be up 
about 15 percent instead of 7 percent. 

. Now, my source for this is a House document. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Jensen. On the record. 

Mr. Barker. Topographic mapping is the base for geology. It is 
the essential foundation for geologic, hydrologic, and soil maps. 

Later I will cover the status of topographic mapping in this coun- 
try. Before doing so I want to commend to you the Geographical 
Survey and especially its Topographic Division, headed by an out- 
standing Government official, Mr. Gerald FitzGerald, who has been 
in this field in Government for at least three decades and during World 
War II served as commanding officer of the Aeronautical Chart and 
Information Service. 

My profession has many things for which to thank the Geological 
Survey and its Topographic Division. GS has also pioneered with 
our own dollars and not the taxpayer’s dollars, and so far as the 
Geological Survey is concerned we have had very few taxpayer's 
dollars—on which we pay taxes—from that agency. 

When GS gave us work, it was because of two reasons: 1, the 
Defense Department transferred funds in fiscal 1952, amounting to 
$4,772,000. The second reason is because of the Jensen rider to the 
appropriation bill. We did not get all of this nor did we ask for it. 

rlier, in about 1949 or 1950, two contracts were let by GS to a 
pioneer in the profession, Fairchild Aerial Surveys, Inc., and a recent 
member of this association, Ryall Engineering Co., of Denver. The 
cost to the Government per square mile for the part of the work done 
by Fairchild was $44 and that by Ryall, $26. It should be said here 
that for these amounts the two companies did not do everything which 
GS does to complete a quadrangle map and perhaps we didn’t deliver 
on time or did we give GS the topographic expression it required. 

You might wonder why T have this job, and why I can talk. I 
have a biography, if you want to put it in the record. 

I had the same job which I have now, for the airlines, coming out 
of World War I, in the same way our people came out’ of World 
War II. I was a pilot with the RAF in France, although I was a 
native of California, an American. . I have been in aviation 36 years. 
I did aerial photography in 1920. 

Now, to another chart and the table which I will pass around, 
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The other chart, which I just had prepared today—I hadn’t seen 
it before I came up here—isn’t as significant as I thought it would 
be. I don’t have all the data right up to date. This is the latest I 
could get officially from Geological Survey. You will note their ex- 
penditures have gone up quite a bit. Their production has followed 
their expenditures, using this scale [indicating] and the average cost 
per square mile has been quite consistent. ‘ 

Now, there is a table attached, as the second enclosure I believe, 
that follows this. 

I think they should be commended for the steadiness of this, al- 
though some —_ think it should have gone down considerably. 
The reason it didn’t go down apparently is because of higher costs, 
wages, and so forth. 

‘There is a table covering that, which I will put in the record. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


Geological Survey expenditures for topographic mapping— Transfer from other Federal 


agencies 
Direct 4 Mapa |Avérage 
appropria- tate 7 produced jeost per 
Year tion to funds Army eo Other Total (square | square 
survey iles 


-----------] $1, 962, 500 | $298,304 | $280,201 |....---..-- $2, 598, 111 26, 162 | $99. 
---+-------} 689,080 | 309,274 | 1,831,470 |...----.--- 3, 046, 696 21,495 | 141.74 
-----------} 680,000 | 264,738 | 1,666,377 |........-.. 2, 835, 833 19,958 | 142.09 
1,180,900 | 286,001 1, 788, 563 18,982 | 127.92 
as 4, 040, 394 16,475 | 245. 24 
6, 064, 065 24,883 | 243.70 
a 7, 043, 907 36, 328 | 193.90 
8, 764, 046 42,276 | 207.31 
0 ides ences 6, 382, 198 | 1, 303,615 12,004 | 2, 359, 251 325, 220 | 10, 382, 288 52, 76 196, 76 
Web scestes-ss. 7, 521, 327 | 1, 248, 287 618, 069 | 2,812, 249 362, 448 | 12, 562, 380 61, 505 | 204, 25 
Total....| 31, 594, 654 | 6,437,974 | 8, 189,937 | 9, 952,337 | 3,051,381 |! 59, 126, 283 | 2 315, 829 | _....._- 


1 Does not Mehude $6,531,909 of foreign mapping. 
2 Does not include foreign or reconnaissance mapping, 


Mr. Barker. Incidentally, House Document 760, 8ist Congress, has 
the first charts that I showed you. I am quite sure you are familiar 
with that. 

I have no secrets, gentlemen, and I would like to pass these 
around. A table conforming to the last chart is enclosed. 

Mr. JENsEN. Now, you have a proposition, don’t you? 

Mr, Barker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you tell us about it? 

Mr. Barker. I visited all of the GS installations throughout the 
United States and also the VA as well as the Coast and Geodetic Sur- 
xe the Army Map Service, Aeronautical Chart and Information 

ervice, 

In comparison with the others, I think GS is the most efficient. 

Also, I have visited many times the 9 members of this association 
and _ several private members of the photogrammetric profession, 
totaling 16. 

Those I represent, from the smallest company in the business, good 
Somes qualified, to the largest, as well as those who are not members 

f the association, but can be as soon as they qualify and express a 


| 
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desire, want some more work to fill in the valley which is coming be- 
cause of the curtailment of the work they have been doing and are 
now doing under contracts let in the past 3 years by the Defense 
Department. We are convinced that the facilities of private members 
of the profession can do this work at a lower cost per unit and quicker 
than it has been demonstrated—by inspections and a review of the 
cost figures such as shown on that chart—than the Government can 
perform such services, it will take some supervision and the type of 
administrative courage and watchfulness, in the taxpayer's interest, 
ate as present officials of the Geological Survey have, and are capable 
of. 


For some reason, they want to build themselves up, their own facili- 
ties, rather than to let us participate more than we 

We are not asking for subsidy. We want work, and we think we 
are entitled to it. Certainly the interests of the Geological Survey, 
as testified to by the commissions and organizations mentioned—such 
as the Hoover Commission, the Materials Policy Commission, almost 
every one that has any knowledge of this subject—and they are people 
of undisputed integrity—prove that there should be more mapping 
done. 

We are ready to serve and in doing so will pay 52-percent tax 
on all profits, if we make any, the tax on our aircraft, instruments, 
and cameras. We will pay our own transportation charges, and for 
the maintenance of buildings, and everything else which other busi- 
nesses must pay. 

Every one of the 16 firms does everything a little differently to 
achieve the same result. 

We are told by inspectors and officials of the Geological Survey that 
they learn a lot from us. We don’t have fancy installations; we try 
to make a profit; and we do not want to shortcut nor depreciate in 
any way the quality of the end product. 

The first chart T showed you shows the need. A brochure attached, 
which I sent to all members of this committee, as well as to the Senate, 
proves the further need for mapping. , 

The second chart. shows what has been done. It shows GS costs 
to be $204.25 a square mile for fiseal year 1951. 

For 1952, if you figure one way, the square mile cost was reduced 
to $155.60, which is a very fine record in these times. 

In figuring another, the cost was $150. 

For 1953, in the current fiscal year, we don’t know what they are, 
hecause our contract returns are not in. But we do know that GS 
does not include in its costs, such as those reported on the chart and 
in the table, “Charges accruing from the maintenance of central, divi- 
sional, or regional offices”—that is from.the manual of performance 
and cost accounting, published by the Bureau of the Budget, which 
they report to the Bureau. It does not include legal expense, sales 
expense, and many other charges that we have to pay in order to stay 
in business. 

Even with these added charges, our contract prices are less than 
Government costs for the work we do. We can be and are as accurate 
in our work as the Government is. We have been asked to prove these 
two claims by Assistant Secretary Wormser and can and will do so. 

You have probably seen these maps on pr , which I will not 
bother you with, except to point out that only the red, on map A 
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shows that maps at 1 inch to a mile or larger scale, which are con- 
sidered adequate even to GS itself——— 

Mr. Jensen. How much cheaper would you do this work, than the 
Geological Survey ¢ 

Mr. Barker. I would say approximately half. 

Mr. Jensen. And your maps would be as good and as accurate? 

Have you proven that to Dr. Wrather, of the Geological Survey ? 

Mr. Barker, We have had letters of acceptance for work we have 
done, and we have been paid for what we have done. 

Mr. Jensen. Are you doing work now for the Geological Survey ? 

Mr. Barker. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Your contention is that your firm should be taking all 
these protographs, from which maps—— 

Mr. Barker. We take all of the photographs now, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. How much more do you want to do? 

Mr, Barker. That is about 10 percent of the cost. We would like to 
do some more work, which is compiling the maps. I must point out 
that we do not do everything that GS does. They do final editing and 
field completion. They also do printing, and printing is only 1.6 per- 
cent of the total. 

We feel that we are qualified; we have technicians, engineers, plot- 
a eres, and field-survey parties, who are qualified to do the 

ocal job, 

Mr. J ame, And then turn the finished maps over to the Geological 
Survey 

Mr, Barker. That is right. Although they would like us to let 
them check. It is very necessary to have Government officials to check 
our end preduct. And they have done a marvelous job of doing that. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, you know the Geological Survey is an agency 
which has the duty and responsibility of making these official maps for 
every department of the Government that requests them to do so. Un- 
less we could get the approval of Dr. Wrather, who has the responsi- 
bility of seeing to it that this mapping is done as economically as 
possible and as proper and perfectly as possible, this committee at this 
time wouldn’t have much to say about it. 

. Mr. Barxer. All right, sir. Where would you suggest I go? 

Mr. Jensen. Well, I presume that this is a job for the legislative 
committee of the Congress. I think you are going to have to—unless 
Dr. Wrather can be persuaded to accept your proposition—— 

Mr. Barker. We have tried that, sir. I haven't seen Dr. Wrather, 
but I have seen other people in the GS and I have talked to the regional 
people. They have built up a staff, and they don’t want to reduce 
them in force, and what I am recommending to you, sir—we don’t 
want them reduced in force. They are good people. We would like 
to see them get some more money. Because as this map shows—— 

Mr. Jensen. I don’t know why you want more money. If you can 
do this job so much cheaper than they are doing it, it would appear 
to me that they have sufficient money now to spend, and in this budget 
for 1955 possibly more than they need, if you can do this work for 
half the price. 

Without a doubt you must be a reputable and efficient outfit. Since 
you brought this matter before the committee, it appears to me it 
is the responsibility of this committee to bring this matter to the 
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attention of Mr. Wrather and ascertain why he has not utilized your 
services to a greater degree up to this time, or tell us why he would 
not consider using your services to a greater degree from now on. 
This is the first time, as you know, that you have appeared before the 
committee. 

Mr. Barker. We haven’t been in the business long enough—at least 
T haven't. 

Mr. Jensen. This committee does not want to spend money that is 
not necessary to be spent. We have made a record to that effect. You 
have made what I call a good presentation of your case here, but until 
we ascertain what Dr. Wrather and Mr. Fitzgerald have to say about 
this, we cannot act. I am going to promise you that we will immedi- 
ately bring this matter to the attention of Dr. Wrather, and ask for 
his reply, as to why your services have not been used to a great extent. 

Other than that, I would say that anything we might say from now 
on in this hearing might come to — Tao not mean to ¢ut you 
off, Mr. Barker. I do feel that you have presented a case here, in 
a very convincing manner, and we will look into it. 

Mr. Barxer. I would like to — out that the red marks on the 
—_ there—if you will read that key there, sir—— 

r. JENSEN. The checkerboard is “Standard quality, but in need 
of revision.” 

The stripes are “useful but inefficient in accuracy and content.” 

And the dim square is titled “Substandard reconnaissance. 
survey required.” 

Your diagonal stripes, “planometri¢ map compiled from aerial 


An your polka dot map is “planometric map compiled from various 
sources 


Your blue diagonal map is “work authorized or in progress.” 

Mr. Barker. That is completely up to date. 

Mr. Jensen. I would like to have you leave a copy of this map. 

Mr. Barker. Those are the only maps that—— 

Mr. Jensen. The Geological Survey has a map similar to that. 

Mr. Barker. That is their map. 

Mr. Jmnsen. Yes, they have shown us this map, to prove to the 
committe they need more money for mapping service. 

Mr. Barker. Do you remember getting this? (Referring to a docu- 
ment entitled, “Photogrammetry for Planning and Resource Survey- 


ing.”) 

Mr, Jensen. Yes, I remember it. 

Mr. Barxer. I can’t get people to read it. It quotes everybody that 
amounts to anything on this subject. 

Mr. Jensen. You mean, who amounts to anything in this field? 

Mr. Barker. That is right. It quotes everybody. And they say 
more mapping should be done, more of that = san 

We would like to help do that mapping. We don’t want them cut. 
We think they are efficient. We would like to have their appropriation 
increased, and let us participate in that increase. 

Mr. Jensen. I doubt that the committee will increase the appropria- 
tion, Mr. Barker. I don’t know why it is necessary to increase the 
appropriation. If you can do the work for half the price, we can 
expedite the mapping of the United States and not spend any more 
money. 
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Mr. Barger. I think Mr. FitzGerald’s position will be that we can’t 
do it. My people, and I believe them, tell me that we can. We will 
take on as much as we can get for half of $204 a square mile. 

Mr. Jensen. You can rest assured that the Geological Survey will 
have to prove to this committee that your figures are wrong hetero 
we will go ahead and spend twice as much for mapping, as you claim 
you can do it for. 

Mr. Barer. If nothing else happens other than that, this visit 
has been worth while, and I want to thank you gentlemen. 

Mr. Jensen. Sir? 

Mr. Barker. If nothing else happens, but that inquiry to GS, my 
visit here as been worth while 

Mr. Curtis. How much has the budget got in for mapping, for 
Geological Survey? They have $12 million. That is all. 

Mr. Jensen. I must say in all fairness, we have great confidence 
in Dr. Wrather. 

Mr. Barker. So do I, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You will find over the years that this committee 
has been very careful not to reduce Mr. Wrather’s request, to any 
degree that would be hurtful to his organization. In fact, I presume 
that this committee has reduced Dr. Wrather’s request for Geological 
Survey to a lesser degree than any other agency of the Department 
of the Interior, because we did have such great faith in Dr. Wrather. 

I think the main reason for that is that his requests have never 
been out of line; he has always appeared to be conservative. The 
committee has always felt that he has tried to spend the money we 
have appropriated in the best manner possible to get the most for 
the least dollar. I would be terribly surprised if he would feel that 
he could get this mapping service done in other ways than he has 
been getting it done—— 

Mr. Barker. I don’t think he has ever heard the story, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You will be glad to tell him the story; won’t you? 
Mr. Barker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You will have the opportunity, I will assure you. 
Thank you. 

All right, Mr. Curtis. 


Tvuespay, Fesrvary 16, 1954. 


Bostwick Prosrecr 


WITNESSES 


HON. CARL T. CURTIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 

HALBERT E. THOMAS, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, BOST- 
WICK IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

BEN W. HARRINGTON, DIRECTOR, NEBRASKA BOSTWICK IRRIGA- 
TION DISTRICT 

LEON SPRAGUE, ATTORNEY, BOSTWICK IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Curtis. The first thing I want to do is to repeat what I said 
here yesterday, that we do appreciate what this committee has done 
for us through the years. You have been very fair and generous. 


42590—54—pt. 2——-45 


1436 


That was true when you were chairman of the committee, and it was 
true when Mr. Kirwan was chairman of the committee. 

Today, we are appearing here in reference to the Bostwick project. 
That is the east part of the Republican River. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Curtis. The Bostwick district is the Bureau of Reclamation 
district that distributes the water east of the Harlan County Reser- 
voir which was built by the Army engineers. Something over $50 
million was spent on that reservoir. It is completed. Part of the 
justification for that was flood control, clear down to Kansas City, 
and below there. But now we have been for several years construct- 
ing the Bostwick division. It extends into Nebraska, and into 
Kansas—quite a wide territory to be irrigated is in Kansas. 

Tomorrow, a group from Kansas, I understand, will appear, and 
speak for Bostwick in Kansas. So, today, these gentlemen here will 
talk about Bostwick division in Nebraska. 

On my immediate left is Mr. H. E. Thomas, of Red Cloud, and Mr. 
Ben Harrington, of Franklin. Mr. Leon Sprague, of Red Cloud, who 
is attorney for the district. 

The situation is this: This huge expenditure for the reservoir has 
been made. We want to use the water and we believe the quicker it is 
done and the quicker there is repayment as well as production out 
there, the more economical it will be for the taxpayers and the 
farmers, both. 

We are also faced with the situation where it looks like the drought 
is coming back. 

Now, for the entire Bostwick division, in both States, in this enr- 
rent year, the program was for $4,183,751. 

The program planned by the Bureau of Reclamation for fiscal 1955, 
for both States, was $5,058,714. 

The budget reduced that to $1,360,000. 

Now, we are going to speak just pertaining to that part in Nebraska. 
With this budget estimate of $1.3 million, that part of it that will 
be allocated to Nebraska will mean that construction will be carried 
on at a very slow rate; we would lose at least one crop year in getting 
the project completed; it would be a slow rate of continued construc- 
tion for the Naponee canal, and a tiny bit on the Franklin canals. 

Now, this Franklin canal on the north side of the river is in 4 sec- 
tions, sections 1,2,3,and4. It issections 3 and 4 that we are primarily 
concerned about. We are faced with the situation that all of this 
expenditure has been made, the district is organized, the farmers are 
paying the money, and the canal doesn’t go through. 

Mr. Jensen. Doesn’t go through 3 ond 4? 

Mr. Curtis. That is right. 

Now, this chart [indicating] shows here the amount of additional 
money for the Nebraska-Bostwick section—we feel naturally that we 
want the money recommended by the Bureau, we want $750,000 in 
addition to the budget estimate. 

Now, Mr. Thomas has a statement. 
Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Thomas. 
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Mr. Thomas. My name is Halbert E. Thomas. I reside at Red 
Cloud, Nebr., in Webster County, and am president of the board of 
directors of the Bostwick Irrigation District, and as such, 1 wish to 
impress upon you the necessity of the appropriation of adequate 
funds for the completion of the Bostwick district. 

Here is a little better map—that is the Bostwick in Nebraska. The 
colored portion there is the portion that is already completed or under 
construction. What is left out there is what we are “hollering” for. 

I happen to live right in the center of that bare spot there, and all 
those other fellows are my neighbors there, and we want water. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Curtis, did you say they were already paying con- 
struction costs on the Bostwick division ¢ 

Mr. Curtis. You haven’t started to collect assessments yet, have 
you? 

Mr. Spracur. We are collecting the original 30 cents per acre tax, 
which is the original cost tax on all of the land, whether it is irrigated 
or not. 

Now, on either end of the Bostwick district, where it is shown in 
green, Where they are receiving water—they are paying $3 per acre- 
foot—but in the middle the tax is approximately 30 cents per acre. 

Mr. THomas. That isn’t constructional charges, though. Mr. Har- 
rington, in a moment, will go into those figures. 

Mr. Jensen. How can it be that the water was applied to an area 
just below the dam; then this water was again applied—oh, I see, 
there is a diversion dam. 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes. That is right. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Just let me enumerate here, reading from the justifica- 
tions. Iam reading on page 429: 

Construction program for the Bostwick division, programed current year, 1954. 


Now, these figures that I am about to read are the amounts pro- 
gramed to be spent on the different sections of the Bostwick division. 
| Reading : | 

Lovewell Dam and Reservoir, $100,000; Franklin canal, $2,074,560; Franklin 
laterals, $248,219; Naponee canal, $312,047; Naponee laterals, $19,500; Franklin 
south side pumping plant, $12,424; Courtland canal system, $1,306,990; Court- 
land laterals (Kansas), $375,000; farm unit development, $9,000; total, $4,457,740. 

Making a total of $4,457,740. 

Now, those are the places and the amounts which the Bureau 
programed to be expended in fiscal 1954, for the current year. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Jensen. Go ahead, Mr, Thomas. 

Mr. Tuomas. Under the proposed budget, sections 3 and 4 of the 
Franklin canal cannot be started or contracts let. These 2 sections 
will accommodate and irrigate approximately 30 percent of the project 
in Nebraska, 

Service would be immediately supplied to 4,335 acres west of Red 
Cloud, and 900 acres of Red Cloud and expanded to nearly 7,300 acres 
more when other lands are protected from flooding and service is 
provided tracts of less than 40 acres. 

As of January 31, 1954, the Bureau of Reclamation has spent 
$15,669,000 on the Bostwick division—that is both Nebraska and 
Kansas. In addition to this substantial investment, the Corps of 
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Engineers have constructed the Harlan County Dam at a cost of about 
$46 million. About 25 percent of the usable storage of the Harlan 
County Reservoir is allocated to irrigation. It seems feasible to make 
the necessary expenditure to complete a project in which such has 
already been invested. 

I have here a little plat of our annual rainfall for 100 years. And 
you can see we are definitely running into a dry cycle here again, 
and we are getting very fearful of what is going to happen. 

I wish to submit to you a plat of this annual rainfall or Nebraska, 
for the years 1950 to 1953, which demonstrates the fact that we are 
approaching a dry period, and entering into a low precipitation cycle. 

eae ENSEN. I may say right there that we don’t put maps in the 
record. 

Mr. Tuomas. I just wanted you to see that. 

I also submit for your consideration notes here on the Bostwick 
division for the fiscal year 1955 program, in relation to the Presi- 
dent’s fiscal year 1955 appropriation request declared in February of 
1954, which outlines the general situation, details our requirements 
and contains pertinent maps and diagrams. 

In conclusion, I wish to state that the success of the Bostwick Irri- 
gation District in Nebraska is dependent upon completion of section 5 
and 4, which will make up approximately 30 percent of the acreage in 
the district. 

It is impractical to assume that two-thirds of the district will be 
able to carry the load of three-million-odd dollars, provided for in the 


repayment contract, which contract contemplates the completion of the. 


entire project. 

The failure to complete the project may result in final disaster to the 
rest of the district, in view of the top-heavy loads which will be placed 
upon it. Completion of sections 3 and 4 should not be considered as a 
new start or a new project, but as completion of the Bostwick division 
in Nebraska. 

Good economy and practical reasoning calls for the completion of 
this work immediately. 

I wish to thank you for the privilege of appearing before your com- 
mittee, and I am confident that after your studied consideration, you 
will concur with us in our request for these additional funds. 

Mr. Jensen. Reading from the justifications in part, it says, “Con- 
struction will be initiated on Franklin Canal, sections Nos. 3 and 4; 
Franklin laterals, section 2; Courtland Canal, section 3A; and Court- 
land laterals, section 3A.” 

Mr. Tuomas. That is Kansas, again. 

Mr. Harrtneton. Courtland is in Kansas. 

Mr. Tuomas. They don’t have enough money to start it. They told 
us the other day there isn’t enough money allocated to let a contract. 

Mr. JENSEN. That is what I wanted to clear up. 

Now, without a doubt, this justification was written before the 
Bureau of the Budget made this drastic reduction in the amount that 
the Bureau of Reclamation requested for the Bostwick division. 

Mr. Tuomas. That is right. 

Mr. Curtis. And, it is an amount too small to proceed with con- 
struction. 
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Mr. Tuomas. I think Mr. Harrington’s figures here will clear that 
up for us. 

Mr. Curtis. Mr. Harrington has a statement. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, Mr. Harrington. 

Mr. Harrineron. Thank you. My name is Ben W. Harrington; I 
live at Franklin, Franklin County, Nebr. I am appearing before you 
as a director of the Nebraska Bostwick Irrigation District and repre- 
sent the landowners and operators of that area and district, for the 
purpose of requesting that no alterations or deductions be made from 
the etn of Reclamation requests for funds to further the comple- 
tion of the irrigation area in the Bostwick division. This project is 
about randhincia or more completed, or has awarded contracts for that 
amount, on which large sums of money have already been used in con- 
struction of dams and irrigation distribution systems. Incidentally, 
this area comprises ae counties through which the Republican 
River flows. The counties involved are Harlan, Franklin, Webster, 
and Nuckolls Counties in Nebraska and Jewell, Republic, and Cloud 
Counties in Kansas. The location of the Bostwick Irrigation District 
is clearly shown and outlined on maps prepared by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

The Harlan County Dam and Reservoir is completed and water is 
now being impounded. The sources of supply for irrigation purposes 
for the Bostwick Irrigation District comes from the dam and reser- 
voir mentioned above. All of the technical data is on file in the offices 
of the Bureau of Reclamation and is subject to the inspection of your 
committee. Likewise the history of the formation is completed and 
available for review by your committee or other committees. 

Repayment contract with the Bureau of Reclamation, as applying 
to the Nebraska Bostwick Irrigation District was signed by its officers 
February 21, 1949, which met the requirements set by Congress; this 
action empowered the district to levy taxes for repayment of the 
obligation before construction can begin. The repayment contract 
stipulated an amount of $2,260,000 to be repaid to the Government 
extending over a period of 40 years. The contract signed by the 
district provides that when “water is available for substantially all 
of the irrigable lands in the district,” a 5-year development period 
shall be fixed. After the completion of conclusion of this 5-year 
development period, then the repayment of construction costs shall be 
required in 40 annual payments. The earlier the district can operate 
as a water supplier, the earlier the irrigation construction costs can 
be repaid to the Government. This is what our people want. 

For your further information, the board of directors under date of 
February 10, 1954, resolved in their records that they were agreeable 
to negotiating an amendatory repayment contract, increasing the re- 
payment obligation from the original contract amount of $2,260,000 to 
$3,105,000. The latter amount being determined after vast study and 
analyzing by legal staffs and competent engineers of the Bureau of 
Reclamation and our legal advisors. I mention this to emphasize 
that the Nebraska Bostwick Irrigation District has done everything 
within their authority and power to hasten the completion of the 
projects and districts. 

I wish to give you a general statement on the budget situation as it 
now stands as outlined in the President’s budget for the Bostwick 
division applying to Nebraska and Kansas. 
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Bostwick division 


Requested | Allowed 


Division total - $5, 058,000 | $1, 360, 000 
Breakdown as follows:) 
Lovewell Dam and Reservoir 
(Lovewell Dam and Reservoir, Courtland Canal, and Courtland laterals | 
are in Kansas.) | 


489, 030 | 210, 000 


The request as sent to the Bureau of the Budget provided for the 
following in Kansas: 

Start construction, Lovewell Dam and Reservoir, October 1954. 

Complete section 3, Courtland and other canals and laterals there- 
under. 

Start construction remainder of Courtland Canal and laterals above 
White Rock Creek or River, April 1955. 

In Nebraska : 

Start construction of remainder of Franklin Canal and laterals, 
July 1954. 

The $1,360,000 provided in the President’s budget definitely removes 
a vast amount of this essential construction and retards the final 
beginning of repayment program. This fact, together with another 
important and vital need of irrigation water for a total of about 
90,000 semiarid acres that are within the boundaries of the district, 
leads us to urgently appeal for restoration of funds to further the 
completion of our projects. 

Speaking specifically on the matter applying to the Nebraska-Bost- 
wick Irrigation District and the Franklin Canal, which is a part of 
the district in Nebraska, sections 1 and 2 of the Franklin Canal extends 
from Harlan County Dam to approximately Riverton, Nebr., a dis- 
tance of about 25 miles. On these two sections contracts have been 
awarded and the work almost completed. Section 1 is scheduled to 
receive irrigation water by July 1954. Section 2 possibly may receive 
some water in late 1954. Next comes section 3 of this canal, extend- 
ing from Riverton, Nebr., through Red Cloud, Nebr., approximately 
13.7 miles in length. This section 3 is in the center of the Nebraska 
Bostwick Irrigation District and serves some of the best, most pro- 
ductive lands in the boundaries of the district. The estimated cost of 
this section is about $2 million. An additional amount of $750,000 
should be sufficient in the fiscal year 1955. This amount is necessary 
to insure orderly progress of the construction of the two remaining 
sections of the Franklin Canal together with faterals. 

The main thing we desire and need, as far as Nebraska is concerned, 
is the starting of construction on section 3 and, of course, give due 
consideration of the entire Bostwick division. 

The failure of Bureau of the Budget to approve construction funds 
for sections 3 and 4 of the Franklin Northside Canal emasculates the 
heart of Bostwick, in Nebraska. The cold facts are that there has 
been expended or appropriated more than $13,700,000 to irrigate about 
15,000 acres in Nebraska under sections 3 and 4 of the Franklin North- 
side Canal. To put it briefly, one-eighth of the total cost will pro- 
vide water for about one-third of the total acreage to be irrigated. It 
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should be noted that the above figures do not include any part of the 
cost of Harlan County Dam which forms the storage reservoir for 
the district. If that proper cost figure is considered at all the result 
is still more obvious that it is just the opposite of “economy” to fail 
to provide funds for the pe, sti of this project. In fact, such a 
failure may well result in a disaster for which none of the members 
of the board of directors wish to accept any responsibility. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Harrington. 

Mr. Srracue. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, | 
would like to interpose one thing here. We had a repayment contract 
with the Government—this was the Nebraska portion—for repayment 
of $2,260,000. 

Now, we were resubmitted an amended repayment contract, asking 
for the Nebraska district to repay $3,105,000, or approximately $900,- 
000 more, which contemplates the completion of this entire project 
in Nebraska. 

Now, the board 

Mr. Jensen. When was that reappraisal made? 

Mr. Seracur. The amended repayment contract was submitted to 
us approximately 2 weeks ago, and we have, by resolution, agreed— 
when I say “We,” I mean the board of directors of the district—have 
agreed as to the amount of the execution of this new repayment 
contract, 

Mr. JENSEN. Was there more acres involved in the last contract? 

Mr. Spracur. There were not more acres involved, but there was 
additional expense. The thing ran into more expense than they had 
contemplated, and they came in and asked our district to renegotiate 
this new contract for these additional sums, in our case approximately 
$900,000. 

Mr. JENsEN. No doubt that was due to the fact that construction 
costs have arisen considerably since the first contract was negotiated. 
Mr. Spracur. We have cooperated to the extent that we are willin 
to go along with that. The formal execution has not been pitt 
due to the technical wording of the diversion water right. But we 
have sent a telegram to the Bureau that we have passed resolutions 

going along with this added amount. 

Now the thing that concerns us is that with this $1,360,000 that is 
in the budget, and is in the President’s budget, we cannot get any 
start—we will have no funds available to start construction on sections 
3 and 4. 

Mr, JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Spracue. What position is this Board going to be in if they 
enter into their renegotiated contract for an additional amount of 
$900,000, and have to tell the people that have one-third of the acreage 
on this thing that they can’t get a construction start, but that we have 
tt ae a contract for an additional $900,000. 

One thing I want to impress, that is Mr. Harrington’s statement, 
is about the expenditure of approximately one-eighth of the amount 
of money that has been expended on this project, we can add approxi- 
mately one-third of the total acreage that will be irrigated. And the 
figures will bear that out. 

And by the expenditure of approximately $2 million—this area 
that is not in there is over 30 percent of the arable acreage in the 
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district, and by that expenditure of $2 million, as against $13 million 
that was to irrigate approximately 15,000 acres, and by this additional 
nditure of $2 million, we can put in 7,300 more acres. 
r. JENSEN. Off the record. 
(Discussion off the record.) 
Mr. Curtis. We thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Jensen. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for appearing be- 
fore the committee. 


Wepnespay, Fesruary 17, 1954. 


Bia Fatis Transmission Lines 
AND SUBSTATIONS 


WITNESSES 


HON. H. CARL ANDERSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 

HON. JOSEPH P. 0’HARA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 

HON. FRED MARSHALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 

HON. HAROLD C. HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 

HAROLD L. McKEE, MANAGER, STEELE WASECA COOPERATIVE 
ELECTRIC 

E. R. MACKIE, ELLERBE & CO., ST. PAUL ENGINEER FOR THE COOP- 
ERATIVES 

CARL A. HUMMEL, VICE PRESIDENT, INTERSTATE POWER CO. 

ALBERT V. HARTL, VICE PRESIDENT, OTTER TAIL POWER CO., 
FERGUS, FALLS 

CARL T. BRIMICKER, VICE PRESIDENT, NORTHERN STATES POWER 

Cc. L. PALMERSTON, MANAGER, BLUE EARTH NICOLLET COOPERA- 
TIVE ELECTRIC, MANKATO, MINN. 

GEORGE W. OLSON, PRESIDENT, SMITH CENTRAL ELECTRIC ASSO- 
CIATION, ST. JAMES, MINN. 

GEORGE VOSS, TREASURER, TODD-WODERA ELECTRIC COOPERA- 
TIVE, WADERA, MINN. 

C. W. PETERSON, MANAGER, LAKE REGION CO-OP ELECTRICAL 
ASSOCIATION, PELICAN RAPIDS, MINN. 

LEROY C, SABIE, MANAGER, SOUTHWESTERN MINNESOTA CO-OP 
ELECTRIC, PIPESTONE, MINN. 

VICTOR HANSON, MANAGER, AGRA LITE COOPERATION, BENSON, 
MINN. 

CHARLES A. ROBINSON, ELECTRICAL ENGINEER, N. R. E. C. A, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 

SIMCO LUNDQUIST, TRAVERSE COOPERATIVE ELECTRIC, WHEA- 
TON, MINN. 

T. A. MORROW, NORTHERN STATES POWER CO., MINNEAPOLIS, 
MINN. 

J. A. BUSCH, VICE PRESIDENT, NORTHERN STATES POWER CO., 
MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 

EDWARD SPETHMANN, STAFF ASSISTANT, NORTHERN STATES 
POWER CO. 
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Mr. Jensen. Six years ago when the REA requested $400 million 
and it was cut down to $300 million, you remember that I came before 
your committee and urged that the additional $100 million be given 
to REA. This was in 1948, during the Republican 80th Congress. 
You remember that, Mr. Andersen ? 

Mr. Anpersen. Yes, Mr. Jensen; and we put itin. You and others 
urged us to give REA all it could rightly use. 

Ir. JeNseN. And you put it in; yes. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. We put it in when it was found it could be used 
properly. That was after the material situation broke following 
the close of World War II; we put in $400 million that year. As 
you know, Mr. Chairman, I have been a member of the Subcommittee 
on for Agriculture since 1942 and never in my ex 
rience has there been any disposition to withhold any funds the REA 
could use properly. In several instances, the subcommittee has, at 
my suggestion, allowed funds far in excess of the budget request 
made by the REA Administrator in behalf of his agency. I join 
with you, Mr. Chairman, in condemning any unfair statements that 
may have been made to the effect that the REA program has suffered 
because of the lack of funds. In my opinion, the House and Senate 


Appropriations Committees and the Congress have been more than 
liberal with the REA and their faith in the program has been amply 
justified by the splendid repayment record made by the cooperatives 
over the years. 

Mr. Jensen. We have with us this morning a group of folks from 
Minnesota, with Congressman Andersen, Congressman Marshall, 
Congressman O’Hara, and Congressman Hagen. 


Mr. Andersen, I see you are sitting across the table and I presume 
you will be the first witness. Do you have a statement? 

Mr. Anpersen. Mr. Chairman, my remarks will be very brief. I 
handed the reporter the names of the people who are here to testify, 
and will supply the names of the others who will forward statements 
for insertion in the record, if that meets with the approval of the 
committee. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Anpersen. Mr. Chairman, you know this situation so well that 
I will not take much of the committee’s time. As you will recall, on 
February 5, 1952, I appeared before your committee as head of a dele- 
gation comprised of representatives of 20 REA cooperatives in central 
and western Minnesota and representatives of the 3 large private- 
utility companies which do business in our State. These two groups 
had reached an agreement under which the maximum number of con- 
sumers of electrical energy would be served at the lowest possible cost 
through a mutually supported single 230,000-volt transmission system 
to be built by the Bureau of Reclamation connecting the Missouri 
River Basin hydroelectrical system with existing systems in our State. 
As you will remember, you gentlemen gave us $400,000 for the Big 
Ben-Huron-Watertown-Granite Falls 230-kilovolt transmission lines 
and substations, 

In this year’s budget, there is a request, or allocation of $3 million 
for the project. I earnestly hope, gentlemen, that you will be able 
to see your ‘or clear to allow this item to meet this critical need in 
Minnesota. This line will make a reasonable and proper amount of 
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power available to our area from the Missouri River Basin. It will 
serve to integrate the sources of power that are now existing in our 
State and will be to the mutual benefit of everyone concerned. 

Mr. Jensen. May I say that in addition to that amount, the Bureau 
of Reclamation found $400,000 more in other projects that were not 
needed, and they are using that additional $400,000 for construction 
on the Big Bend-Granite Falls line. 

Mr. Anpersen. I am aware of that, Mr. Chairman, and appreciate 
very much the fact that this committee gave permission to do just that, 
to allocate that amount in addition to the $400,000. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you. 

Mr. Anpersen. Mr. Chairman, I would like to request that the five 
gentlemen who will testify consume most of the time allowed but 
first I would like to have Congressman O'Hara of the Second Minne- 
sota District and Congressman Marshall of the Sixth Minnesota Dis- 
trict, make their statements. 

Mr. Jensen. We will be very glad to hear them. 

Mr. O'Hara. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as you 
do know, those of us in Minnesota who have been deeply interested in 
this project are aware of the fact that it is badly needed, both by 
the REA’s in Minnesota and that part of the northwest, including 
North Dakota and South Dakota, and it is needed by the public, so that 
we are most anxious to see this transmission line built as far as Gran- 
ite Falls at the present time, and other lines possibly extended on just 
as early a date as construction can be completed. 

Our colleague, Mr. Andersen, has been doing a tremendous amount 
of work on this project, and I think at the present time, Mr. Ander- 
sen, most of the construction will be of more immediate benefit to 
the people in your district, but, nevertheless, it is very important 
to the people of the districts of Congressman Marshall, Congressman 
Hagen, and to the people in the Second Congressional District, which 
I have the honor to represent. 

I do hope that nothing will prevent the earliest possible construc- 
tion and utilization of this transmission line. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that is all I have to say. 

I might ask permission to extend my remarks after I get what I 
have said back in the transcript. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well; thank you. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Marshall. 

Mr. Marsuati. Mr, Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of 
coming before you in behalf of the construction of transmission 
lines to carry power produced in the Missouri Basin to users in 
Minnesota. To date considerable progress has been made in laying 
the groundwork and in bringing about excellent cooperation between 
the REA cooperatives and private-power companies. People living 
in Minnesota, I am certain, would profit if they were able to obtain 
power at cheaper rates. Frankly, I am a little disappointed that 
the Bureau of the Budget’s figure for construction during fiscal 1955 
is not larger. It would appear that it should be so that construc- 
tion would be carried on at a rapid enough pace to be ready to trans- 
mit power when it is available. It appears to me that it would be 
more economical to provide for a larger sum at this time. 
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Other well-informed witnesses from our State will go into more 
detail on the project and the need for accelerated work on the project. 
I do know the value of this project to our State and I hope that the 
committee will find itself favorably inclined to our request. 

May I add, Mr. Chairman, that I am wholeheartedly in support 
of funds for building these transmission lines. I do not know of any 
place in Minnesota of any group where there is any opposition in any 
way whatsoever to bringing power into Minnesota, which is one of 
the highest, if not the highest, power rates of any place in the United 
States. 

I do not propose to take up your time this morning as you have a 
number of people here who are well informed and who have worked 
hard, as the chairman knows, over quite an extended period, in order 
to bring the transmission power into Minnesota. 

I do want to say to this committee that we are grateful to you for 
the time this committee has given us, over the years, and I am sure 
that. this committee is quite aware of a lot of work that has been done 
in Minnesota. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Marshall. 

Mr. Anprersen. Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like to ask the 
committee to hear Congressman Hagen of the Ninth District of 
Minnesota. 

Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have Congressman Hagen of Min- 
nesota. I had just read a part of the hearings of last week, or week 
before last, Mr. Hagen. You will remember approaching me on 
several occasions and asking that the line be built from Fargo down 
to Fergus. 

Mr. Hacen. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. And I told you that I had asked the Department for 
a survey study to see if the building of that line was feasible at this 
time. 

Mr. Hacen,. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Hagen, you heard the statement of Mr. Mackie 
to the effect that he felt that the power could be marketed profitably if 
these lines could be built under certain circumstances. 

Mr. Hagen. Yes. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to 
appear before this committee again today, as I was also last year 
privileged to appear on the subject of making the necessary appro- 
priations for the construction of the transmission line from points on 
the Missouri River to points in Minnesota. 

I have heard it reported that some sources of this line from Fargo, 
N. Dak., to Granite Falls, and Benson, is not immediately feasible and 
practical, as least that is the understanding of the report that I got. 

However, I would like to point out that it might be very practical 
and very feasible at this time to think about getting the necessary 
funds to construct lines from Fargo to Fergus Falls, which is a 
relatively short distance, and possibly the greatest potential area of 
that whole section for power. 

. That area around Moorehead, Minn., in my district, and Fergus 
Falls, is a growing area, and just immediately north of there we have 
now the largest sugar plant in the world, at Crookston, and the most 
modern and largest sugar plant in the world, and there are many other 
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industries in that area around Crookston, Fergus Falls, and Detroit 
Lakes. 

It is also a very large summer resort area. The demand for power 
is increasing all the time. So, I think the potential is there, the future 
demands in that area are tremendous, ae 9 will more than use up any 
available power that might come into that area. Of course, the line 
will shortly be built to Fargo, N. Dak., which is across the river from 
Moorehead, and the extension from Fargo over to Moorehead, and 
down to Fergus Falls, is only a short distance. 

Mr. Jensen. How many miles, approximately ? 

Mr. Hacen. Around 60 miles, I would guess. It is about 60 miles 
to Fergus Falls, and it taps a very rich area, of course. 

Ultimately, we would expect the line might be continued on south. 
if it is proven practical and feasible and desirable. 

So, my plea here is that we give some consideration to the matter 
of the construction of this line from Fargo to Fergus Falls in the near 
future. 

Of course I am also here to say I am certainly supporting the budget 
figure of $3 million for the general construction of the lines in that 
area. 

Mr. Anpversen. Might TI add, Mr. Chairman, at this point, that Mr. 
Hagen’s contention that it should be brought down to Fergus Falls 
as early as possible is absolutely correct. The Otter Tail Power Co. 
lines extend down the western border of Minnesota, 150 miles south, 
into our Seventh District, from Fergus Falls and need additional 
energy to properly serve that area in the future. 

I might say that the northwest corner of my district, contiguous to 
Mr. Hagen’s, is the area in the Seventh District in which users have 
suffered because of the lack of sufficient power. 

So, I join with Mr. Hagen’s request for the earliest possible con- 
sideration of an allocation of sufficient funds to extend the loop to 
Fergus Falls, and we sincerely hope that later on we can complete 
the loop through Benson on to Granite Falls. This entire project 
is very essential to all of Minnesota. 

Mr. Hacen. Thank you, Mr. Andersen. 

Tn conclusion, T might say the Otter Tail Power Co. is one of the 
largest independent power companies in the country, and has its 
headquarters as Fergus Falls. They give a tremendous amount of 
service to the whole people in that area, and also to North Dakota. 

T want to thank you for giving me the opportunity of being here 
today on this matter. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Hagen. We are glad to have you. 

Mr. Anversen. Mr. Chairman, may I ask that we have the time 
to permit 5 witnesses to make short statements, 2 of these witnesses 
Mr. Howard L. McKee, and Mr. E. R. Mackie, represent the coopera- 
tives; and the other 3 witnesses, Mr. Carl T. Brumicker, Mr. Albert 
V. Hart], and Mr. Carl A. Hummel, represent 3 large private utilities 
in that area, Northern States, Tri-State Power & Interstate Power 
Co., who join with the 20 cooperatives in this matter. 

Mr. JensEN. We will be very glad to hear you gentlemen. 

Mr. Anpersen. First I will call on Mr. Howard L. McKee, man- 
ager of Steele Waseca Cooperative. 
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Mr. McKer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I have 
a short prepared statement which I would be happy to have made 
a part of the record and then highlight a few points for the benefit 
of the committee. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. 

Mr. McKer. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is Howard L. McKee and I am the manager of Steele Waseca Co- 
operative Electric, Owatonna, Minn. I am representing 20 rural 
electric cooperatives in southern and western Minnesota. These co- 
operatives have joined with the three private power companies in 
this area to request that a 230-kilovolt transmission line be built into 
Minnesota to deliver hydroelectric power, generated in the Missouri 
Basin, to certain specified load centers. 

In the past years we have presented a plan to this committee, calling 
for a loop line through Minnesota, tying together existing lines in 
North and South Delete. Last year this committee and the Con- 
gress were kind enough to give us a start on this plan. Some funds 
were approved for engineering, and the right was granted to initiate 
construction of a line from Watertown, 5S. Dak., to Granite Falls, 
Minn. 

This work, we believe, is under way, and we are today appearing 

in support of the Bureau of Reclamation’s request for additional 
funds to carry on this work. We must admit we are disappointed 
to some extent in the amount they have requested for this next fiscal 
year. 
* We believe that maximum work possible should be done on the line 
that means so much to our area. In addition we feel that the funds 
requested will not assure completion of the line by the time power 
will have become available in the Missouri Basin. 

In addition to supporting the Bureau of Reclamation in our request 
for funds for the so-called Granite Falls line, we wish to add our 
support to their request for funds for the Jamestown, N. Dak., to 
Fargo, N. Dak., transmission line. This line ultimately should serve 
as a portion of a loop line going through Minnesota that we are 
certain is necessary to do a complete area job. 

One other request we would like to leave with this committee, and 
one that we feel would be advantageous for long-range planning, is 
that authorization be granted to the Bureau of Reclamation for engi- 
neering studies, and for the right to initiate construction on that 
,ortion of the originally proposed line, running from Granite Falls, 
Minn., to Fargo, N. Dak. 

Our group of cooperatives and utilities that are represented here 
today have complete faith in the reasonableness and economic feasi- 
bility of the plan we have urged for the last several years. We believe 
that the loop line through Minnesota that we have, and continue to 
Se is a plan of minimum requirements to adequately serve 
the area. 

We believe that load centers at Granite Falls, Benson, and Fergus 
Falls—all in Minnesota—must be tied into the Bureau of Reclamation 
230-kilovolt transmission line to cover minimum requirements. We 
believe likewise that this limits Federal investment to an irreducible 
minimum, and makes possible maximum return on the Federal invest- 
ment. This reaches not all but most of the major load centers in our 
area. Of equal importance is the fact that this makes possible the 
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integration into the system of a maximum amount of thermal genera- 
tion, to firm up hydro generation in the Missouri Basin. 

I would like to thank the committee for its recognition in the past 
in starting the project in which we are so vitally interested, and we 
particularly want to thank you for the additional money that made 
possible the extension of the work on this project in this last fiscal 
year. 
~ Our purpose, in brief, in appearing today is simply in support of 
funds requested by the Bureau of Reclamation to carry on this work. 
We feel possibly that the funds requested might not be adequate 
to complete this line by the time the Bureau of Reclamation’s first 
power becomes available. 

In addition, we would like to support the request for funds for the 
Fargo line running from Jamestown, and we feel that this is neces- 
sary ultimately for loop service by this line. So we are interested in 
those two activities in particular, and we of course support the ultimate 
completion of the dam and transmission lines in the Missouri River 
Basin. 

That about covers our request and interest. 

However, we feel that if it were at all possible, we would like to 
see authorization given to the Bureau of Reclamation to start engi- 
neering; and possibly initiation of construction, closing the loop north 
to Granite Falls from Fargo. 

One thing might be added. We believe that the first energy will 
be available, some in 1954 and again in 1955, at least the early part 
of 1956. 

Mr. Jensen. From what project; from Garrison ? 

Mr. Anpersen. Randall is scheduled to provide energy in 1954 and 
T understand Garrison will start producing by July 1, 1955. 

Mr. McKer. That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman, and I 
wish to thank you. 

Mr. Jensen. May I say that I requested the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion last summer, last session, to make a survey as to the feasibility 
of running a line from Fargo to Granite Falls, and asked them to 
have that report ready in time to give us a report during these hear- 
ings this year. 

A few days ago, when the Department witnesses testified before this 
committee, Mr. McPhail was here, who was in charge of power for the 
Department and who has been, for a number of years, and still is, and 
T asked Mr. McPhail what his findings were from that investigation. 
and as regards this line from Fargo to Granite Falls. I shall read 
here from a part of the hearings of last week: 

T asked him this question : 

Mr. Jensen. A few months ago I requested the Bureau to ascertain the feasi- 
bility of running a line from Fargo down to Granite Falls. What was the find- 
ing of the Department? 

Mr. McPuHart. I do not know if that has been given to you yet or not, Mr. 
Chairman. The line would be very desirable from an operating standpoint, when 
we have additional power to put into the general area west of Minnesota, which 
would probably be when the Oahe plant comes in. That will be about 1960 or 
1961. The applications that have been received for power in this eastern 
division of the Missouri Basin indicate a line now proposed and those under 
construction will be sufficient to handle the disposal of power that will be avail- 
able, and the applications, I might say, are greatly in excess of the amount of 
power that will be available. 
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Mr. JeNsEN. So your findings disclose that until the Oahe Dam and powerplant 
output from that dam could be thrown into the system would it be feasible or 
profitable to build a tie line from Fargo to Granite Falls? 

Mr. McPuHatt. Yes. 

That is his testimony. I thought you gentlemen should have the 
benefit of the position take by the Department and by the man, the 
same man, who has been on the job for many, many years past. 

All right, Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. ANperseNn. Mr. Chairman, I would like now to present Mr. 
E. R. Mackie, engineer, associated with the Ellerbe & Co. of St. Paul, 
Minn., who is also appearing in the interest of the 20 REA cooperatives 
interested in this particular project. 

Mr. Mackte. Mr. Chairman, I have a brief statement which, with 
your permission, I will make a part of the record. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, Mr. Mackie. 

Mr. Mackie. With your permission I would like to comment on a 
couple of items not covered in my prepared statement. 

Mr. JENSEN. Very well. 

Mr. Mackie. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Edgar R. 
Mackie. I am an engineer employed by the firm of Ellerbe & Co., of 
St. Paul, Minn. I am appearing here today in behalf of 20 REA- 
financed cooperatives in southern, central, and western Minnesota, 

Ellerbe & Co. is the largest engineering organization in Minnesota. 
We have been doing load-study and system-design work for REA co- 
operatives in Minnesota and surrounding States for many years. We 
made the preliminary studies and complete system design for Minn- 
kota Power Cooperative, Inc., at Grand Forks, N. Dak. This is one of 
the largest and most successful of the REA power cooperatives. Work 
connected with REA is less than 5 percent of our total annual business. 
We now have work in more than 20 States. The above statements 
are made only to give an indication of our qualifications to prepare 
the information contained herein. 

Ellerbe & Co. made the engineering studies for the 20 cooperatives 
in the south central and western areas of Minnesota. Their present 
requirements are supplied by 4 private utilities and 7 municipalities. 

A statement was presented by me before this committee in a 
of certain Bureau lines last year because the following problems 
existed : 

In most cases the municipalities are required to run every available 
unit of generation regardless of condition just to get by. The Otter 
Tail Power Co. serves the northwest portion of this area. The 
Interstate Power Co. serves the southern portion of the area. The 
Minnesota Power & Light Co. serves only five substations in this area. 
Two of the member cooperatives are supplied by REA-financed gen- 
erating plants—one at Benson, Minn., and one at Jackson, Minn. The 
Northern States Power Co. serves the balance of the area. 

Our letter addressed to the four utilities and dated August 26, 1950, 
clearly indicated our problem and requested information on what 
quantities of power could be made available to us. 

Our study shows that the most practical and feasible solution to 
the overall problem is to provide 2s cooperatives with Bureau of 
Reclamation power from the Missouri Basin. The only reasonable 
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solution is to place the Bureau of Mines in operation at the earliest 
possible date. 

Our recommendation to the 20 cooperatives was that the most prac- 
tical solution to the overall problem would be to integrate all of the 
existing facilities. Negotiations with the power companies were car- 
ried on in an effort to determine the best overall solution. As a result 
of these negotiations and studies by the power companies, the follow- 
ing basic plan was developed. 

1. That the power companies interconnect their systems to relieve 
the areas where shortages exist—these interconnections to take place 
as soon as possible to solve these shortages during the interim period. 
Catena have been signed by two of the power companies represented 

ere. 

2. That the Bureau of Reclamation build a backbone 230,000-volt 
transmission system within a 250-mile radius of the source. The 
initial construction to consist of a 230,000-volt line from Fargo, N. 
Dak., to Fergus Falls, to Benson, to Granite Falls, Minn., and thence 
back to the source in South Dakota. 

3. That the Bureau of Reclamation build the necessary substations 
at approximately the points named in item 2 above. 

4. That the power companies in the area enter into wheeling con- 
tracts with the Bureau of Reclamation to wheel power from the above 
points to the load centers of all the preferred customers in the Bureau 
marketing area. 

5. That the power companies in the area build the required low- 
voltage transmission lines to increase their system transmission capaci- 
ties as required to wheel the power from the above points to the load 
centers. 

6. That the preferred customers in the area could, by virtue of the 
above conditions, become direct customers of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion without additional expenditures by the customers. New load 
centers of the electric cooperatives might require some new line and 
substations construction on their part. 

7. That all parties—the Bureau of Reclamation, the power com- 

anies, the cooperatives, and the municipalities—integrate their facil- 
ities to give the maximum benefits to the consumers. 

The plan as outlined above solves some very perplexing problems. 
The solution of these problems provides the following : 

1. A guaranty of an adequate source of power for the preferred 
customers in the area at the lowest overall cost. It should be pointed 
out that the combined present (1954) load requirements of the pre- 
ferred customers in the market area in Minnesota are of such magni- 
tude as to render any one line incapable of delivering these present 

uirements without considerable supporting equipment. It further 
follows that considering a load in excess of 200,000 kilowatts in 1954 
when Bureau power becomes available and the increasing loads there- 
after definitely requires a minimum of a loop of at least 230,000 volts. 

2. An immediate market for Reclamation power. ; 

3. An immediate return on the money already invested by the Gov- 
ernment in both dams and transmission lines. 

4. The greatest distribution of Reclamation power to the maximum 
number of preferred customers with the lowest possible investment 
by the Government. 
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5. The interconnection of Government-owned generating capacity 
with privately owned generating capacity in excess of 1 million kilo- 
watts. The majority of this privately owned capacity is on the op- 
posite end of the transmission facilities from the location of the 
Grovernment-owned generation. ‘This greatly improves the reliability 
of the entire system. 

It is my firm belief that the value to the Government of the firming 
capacity available from the above plan is, in actual dollars and cents, 
more than the total cost of the entire line for which we are asking. 
The Government must, in order to get the maximum return on its 
investment, provide this firming capacity by some means. 

In any discussion of the above problems, the question always comes 
up as to what actual need this area has for this line. To my knowledge, 
there has not been a single case in the United States in the past 15 
years, excluding World War II years, that any customer has actually 
been refused service at a price. It stands to reason that any power 
company would render service to any customer in any location if the 
customer can and will guarantee a reasonable return on the required 
investment. No doubt many people have appeared before this con- 
mittee on the basis that a great need existed because of the lack of 
any source of power. Such a lack must of necessity originally have 
stemmed from the failure or the inability of these people to support 
the required investment. I state these facts only to show that in all 
cases, actual need must be based on cold, hard dollars and I state my 
case as follows: 

The 20 cooperatives represented by us purchased in excess of 225 
million kilowatt-hours in 1953 at a cost of approximately $2,900,000. 
‘This power was produced mainly in fuel-burning plants in high fuel 
cost areas. If this power had been purchased from the Bureau of 
Reclamation, at their present established rate of 5.5 mills for power 
produced by their hydro development, a saving of approximately 
$1,700,000 would have been made. By 1960 these same 20 cooperatives 
alone will purchase during the year approximately 480 million kilo- 
watt-hours. With the same comparison of purchasing conditions as 
above, a saving of $3,600,000 will be realized. 

The 20 cooperatives have a total membership of approximately 
80,000 families, and the municipalities and others in the area increase 
this to approximately 180,000 families. 

I believe the proposed solution to be sound, effective, and desirable to 
these 180,000 families, as well as to all parties involved in it. 

I would like to point out the following pertinent points with regard 
to this proposed solution: 

1. Less money and material will be expended to do the job than 
under any other system. 

2. The same overall economy could not be effected by the Govern- 
ment doing the job by itself or the power companies by themselves or 
by the preferred customers doing the job alone. The reasons for this 
statement are as follows. 

(a) If the Government through its marketing agent attempts to 
do the entire marketing job, a good deal more money would have to be 
invested in transmission and substation facilities. This would result 
in little increase in gross revenue to the Government and in my opinion 
an actual decrease in net revenue to the Government. 

4250 —54—pt. 2——-46 
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(4) Ifthe power companies are asked to build the required lines nec- 
essary to deliver reclamation power from the dams to the preferred 
customers in Minnesota, it becomes practically mandatory that they do 
so as utilities at a fair price. In this case, however, what is a fair 
price? It must be sufficient to meet property tax, income tax, opera- 
tion, maintenance, all other fixed costs, and to yield a fair return to 
the investors. This will be explained by another witness. A more im- 
portant point is, in my opinion, the fact that the resulting cost to the 
preferred customer would be such as to not decrease the overall cost 
of power to him. 

(c) If the preferred customers attempt to construct the necessary 
facilities to deliver power to themselves with REA financing they are 
faced with the following comparison: 

Assume the maintenance cost to be equal for the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and an REA-financed line. The Bureau pays 3 percent interest 
and no taxes. A cooperative using REA money pays 2 percent inter- 
est plus daepiaitieitals 2 percent State taxes. This increase in yearly 
cost of 1 percent per year if the line is built with REA money plus 
the cost of the additional facilities that would have to be built if the 
combined plan is not used results in no saving to the customer. Any 
combination of plans A and C can basically only change the total 
property tax paid. The construction of facilities that are not required 
under the proposed basic plan cannot be eliminated. 

3. The same effective security and reliability of service cannot be 
had by any other system at a reasonable cost. 

4. A system study showing the operation of the combined systems 
has now been completed jointly by the parties concerned which proves 
that the plan is sound and feasible. This study was made on the 
Bureau of Reclamation Board in Denver in Iebruary 1952. 

5. This study further proved that the loss within this combined 
system was not excessive. In fact the losses generally were less than 
25 percent, which is reasonably low on such a system. 

6. In many cases the Government is required to finance and con- 
struct fuel-burning piants to provide the firming capacity that would 
be supplied by the adoption of our plan. 

Money was provided last year and construction of a line from Big 
Bend, S. Dak., to Granite Falls, Minn., was initiated. This section of 
line which is a good start will provide a desirable part of our overall 

lan. 
7 We believe that more than the proposed $3 million should be pro- 
vided at this time to speed up the scheduled completion. We also 
believe that a line from Granite Falls, Minn., to Benson, Minn., to 
Fergus Falls, Minn., should be started at this time. 

If the maximum benefit to the most people with a minimum of funds 
is to be provided in the initial stage, this section of line is very neces- 
sary. Naturally, we would like to have our entire project initiated at 
this time, but we also believe that Federal expenditures should be cut 
to a minimum. Two of the largest load centers in our area are 
Granite Falls and Fergus Falls. The highest fuel cost centers in 
our area are Granite Falls, Benson, and Fergus Falls. Therefore, 
by providing Bureau power to these three points in the initial stage, 
the maximum could be done with a minimum of funds. 

We are not asking the Government to give us this money. We are 
asking for a loan by the Government to the designated marketing 
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agent. Such a loan will, in this case, be paid back more rapidly than 
in most cases because the load or market already exists and stands 
ready to yield an immediate return on such a loan. 

The Government investment, in my opinion, would be repaid in full. 
Commitments have been made by the power companies to the coop- 
eratives in the companies’ letter of December 21, 1951. This letter 
will be submitted for the record by one of the following witnesses. 
The cooperative’s answer to the above letter is attached to my state- 
ment and I would like to submit it for the record. 


BENSON, MINN., January 30, 1952. 
NORTHERN STATES PowER Co., 
Minneapolis, Minn. 
INTERSTATE POWER Co., 
Dubuque, 
OrrerR TAIL POWER Co., 
Fergus Falls, Minn. 


GENTLEMEN: We are in receipt of your letter of December 21, 1951, addressed 
to the Power Cooperative Development Committee. This letter was brought 
up for discussion at the last general committee meeting, on December 27, 1951, 
at Montevideo. It was discussed and explained in detail, after which a motion 
for approval, subject to certain conditions, was placed before the House. A roll- 
call vote was taken and recorded on a resolution pertaining thereto, a copy of 
which is attached to this letter. 

The results of the rolleall vote clearly indicates that it is the intention of the 
Power Cooperative Development Committee to proceed with the plan as agreed 
upon. Incorporated. in this same resolution is the expression of the committee 
with regard to complying with the various requests as made in the power com- 
panies’ letter dated December 21, 1951. Here again, the committee elected to 
comply with these requests as a guaranty to the power companies of the com- 
mittee’s good faith. 

I have, therefore, been authorized to write this letter accepting the proposals 
as outlined in the letter above-mentioned from the power companies, subject 
to the following conditions: 

Item 1. That funds be appropriated by the present session of Congress to 
the Department of the Interior, and specifically allocated to the Bureau of Recla- 
niation for the purpose of designing and constructing the 230,000-volt transmis- 
sion system proposed in our joint plan te transmit Missouri Basin hydroelectric 
power to terminal load centers at or near Fargo, Fergus Falls, Benson, Granite 
Falls, Mankato, and Jackson. 

Item 2. That the three power companies, respectively, enter into satisfactory 
wheeling contracts with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

(a) That these wheeling contracts provide satisfactory guaranties by the 
power companies to the effect that they will supply the necessary transmission 
lines, and where needed substation capacity, sufficient to supply their own trans- 
mission system with all of the requirements in the area, such guaranty to be 
for a period concurrently of not less than 3 years in advance. 

(b) That the total cost for wheeling shall be covered in the contracts between 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the power companies and shall not reflect any 
added cost over established Bureau rates to the preferred customers. 

(ec) That the wheeling contracts contain a commitment to the effect that the 
power companies will provide sufficient line capacity to wheel the required loads 
to all of the substations and/or load centers in the area and the refusal or 
inability to provide capacity for any one single load center and/or substation 
shall constitute a breach of contract. This statement need not necessarily apply 
to all new load centers but shall apply to new load centers to the extent that the 
power companies must supply the necessary line capacity and substation capacity 
to feed those lines (except those provided by the Bureau of Reclamation) where 
the power companies’ system(s) exists at the time that the new load is to be 
provided for. 

Item 3. That the power companies supply the requirements of all of the 
cooperatives until such time as Bureau power becomes available. 

Item 4, That the power companies will actively support the appropriation of 
funds for the Bureau of Reclamation as outlined in item 1. 

Item 5. That the power companies proceed generally in good faith to place 
the entire plan in effect. 
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The committee wants it clearly understood that they are making, and will 
continue to make, every effort to comply with the requests made by the power 
companies in their letter of December 21, 1951. Since the power companies’ letter 
of necessity is a proposal and not a statement of actual facts or existing con- 
tracts. it becomes necessary to outline a few of the conditions as above in items 
1 to 5, inclusive. It is impossible, even in this manner, to list more than a few 
of the pertinent points and, therefore, to be effective both parties must proceed, 
in good faith, to place the entire plan in effect. 

While we are proceeding as outlined above, we must state that the agreement 
shall not be binding upon either party in the event that funds are not forth- 
coming during the present session of Congress. It is the committee’s hope, in 
the event this should happen, that the parties to this agreement can still proceed 
to solve their overall mutual problems. It is, however, the feeling of the com- 
mittee that should events cause this to be the case that all agreements should be 
renegotiated in the light of developments up to that time. 

The above-mentioned letter dated December 21, 1951, confirms, in general, 
commitments as outlined in a similar letter dated September 24, 1951, which 
letter was signed only by the Northern States Power Co. This letter of Septem- 
ber 4, 1951, contained additional proposals with regard to terms of contract, 
maintenance of co-op-owned facilities and other items. The committee has auth- 
orized me to accept the items in this letter which are in general stated in para- 
graph III, subsections 1, 2, and 3, and paragraph IV, subsections 1, 2, and 3. The 
acceptance of these extra provisions, as contained in the letter of September 4, 
1951, and as again confirmed in a letter dated December 21, 1951, over the signa- 
ture of Mr. H. C. Cummins, is subject to the general provisions and conditions 
as outlined throughout this letter. 

Very truly yours, 
Power CooperRATIVE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE, 
Victor Hanson, Secretary. 


Mr. Mackie. The particular item that came to my attention this 
morning was with regard to the publicity in the allocation of firm 
power in the eastern division, and the amount of power to be made 
available. 

Mr. JeNnsEN. In the eastern division ? 

Mr. Mackie. Of the Missouri River Basin; yes. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Mackie. And the amount of power that is to be available, 
according to the scheduled supply from those dams. 

Now, I believe, and this is strictly my own opinion, that the amount 
of power that will be released in successive years, starting in 1954, 
will be roughly sufficient to carry the firm capacity load of the pre- 
ferred customers if, in each of those succeeding years, they are not 
granted an amount in their specific contracts in excess of that both 
used and paid for. 

In other words, I might add that our particular group, the majority 
at least, has been in favor of limiting the contract amount to that to 
which they were actually willing to pay for. We believe—at least a 
number of us do—that if the Federal project is to pay out, the product 
for which it was built must be sold and paid for. 

We do not intend to put ourselves in the position of actually de- 
manding power that neither North or South Dakota actually needs 
in the first 2 or 3 years. We want everything that they do not need 
in these years. 

One concluding comment is our support of the Granite Falls line. 
We are actually in a position now, with our connection with the ultili- 
ties represented here, to actually accept and pay for all of the power 
they can deliver on 1 or 2 lines, or 3 if they want to build them. We 
know that is not the case, because there is not that much power, but 
whatever is not used by somebody else, as far as firm power is con- 
cerned, we are willing to accept immediately and pay for. 
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Mr. Jensen. You are in the same category that Iowa is in. 

We want all the power we can get. I might say they are building 
us a line to Sioux City. Of course, we in Iowa are going to insist that 
we get our fair share of that power. However, I might say that from 
all indications now, it is not going to be feasible and we have to be 
careful as we were a year ago, in our area, and probably all over the 
country, and aware of the fact that we do have to reappraise these 
rates for hydroelectric power, and not put them so high as to price 
Federal Power out of the market. Because these projects do have to 
be paid for now since there is a means of producing power, it seems, 
more cheaply each year, by other methods, we have got to be careful. 

The law says we have to set these power rates, that is, look into 
them each 5 years, and this is the year that must be done and decided 
upon as to what the rates shall be. 

But I am going to be frank with you: The law also says that the 
power rates must be set at a place where they will pay out the project 
according to the provisions of law, and I hope that the Federal 
Power Commision will take the facts into consideration when they 
set these rates, or approve these rates, or whoever has that to do, that 
we have got a job to do and that Federal power must not be priced 
out of the market, because, as I say, this power must be sold, it must 
be disposed of and these projects must be carried on, and this is a 
part of the plan to carry them on, and we have to sell the power. 

I am quite sure that the power is going to be sold at a rate the 
people can afford to pay and will want to pay, because when they firm 
be their own — with the hydroelectric power, it is valuable, valu- 
able power. I think we are going to handle it in a proper manner 
if all of us are willing to put our shoulders to the wheel and let 
those in authority know about what you can afford to pay for power. 

You people cannot pay a penny a kilowatt for power; you cannot 
do that. You can build your own lines and produce power cheaper 
than that; that is true every place, but if we were to raise the power 
rates in the Missouri Valley commensurate with the cost of construc- 
tion today, over and above the 5.5 mills that was originally set, we 
would have to sell that power, if we complied with the law, for a 
penny a kilowatt, and we cannot do that. That power has to be sold 
for less than that or we will price it out of the market. That is not 
just talk; those are the facts. 

I hope you gentlemen, like everyone else in other areas, will let 
your ideas be known as to what you can afford to pay for this power 
and still buy it. 

I do not want some outfit to come in and say, “Oh, we certainly 
will comply with this law,” and you are going to have to give a penny 
per kilowatt when you do. We are not going to be able to sell this 
power at such a rate, and we have to sell it. That is the position we 
are in, gentlemen, and we are in that position at a lot of places, because 
of the rise in the cost of construction. 

There are a lot of plants that were constructed years and years 
ago, where the projects did not cost more than half as much, but 
here in the Missouri Valley, where a lot of this construction is yet 
to be done, we have got that problem, and I am telling you that it is 
not anything to play with. 
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Mr. Mackie. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I am willing 
to go on record as giving my own personal opinion which is that 
the actual margin that exists under the present proposed rates is 
within 2 mills of competition. 

Mr. Jensen. Within 2 mills? 

Mr. Mackie. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. You see what it is. 

Mr. Mackie. In other words, if it is raised to 7144 mills, we cannot 
afford to buy it and compete with delivered wholesale power. 

Mr. Jensen. It is that simple. 

Mr. Macxtr. Only one other comment, Mr. Chairman, on this 
Granite Falls-Fargo line: I agree with Mr. McPhail’s statement 
that from the standpoint of available power, the Bureau could not 
justify that line prior to the Oahe Dam completion. I believe, how- 
ever, that that line can be justified from two other angles; from our 
standpoint, the need to actually deliver power to the load centers 
in the area without somebody duplicating the facilities, which are 
highly costly. That is the first, but perhaps the less important. 

The second and more imporant is the ability to firm up secondary 
and dump power. The dump power, in my opinion, will have to be 
sold in the neighborhood of 1 mill per kilowatt-hour in bulk 
quantity. 

Mr. Jensen. You are talking about dump power now ¢ 

Mr. Mackie. Yes. If that is firmed, with the better than 1 million 
kilowatts of power in plants that exist in the eastern part of the 
area, those kilowatt-hours could be sold at 5.5 mills or more. I believe 
with those two items that this line can be justified prior to the Oahe 
Dam completion. 

Mr. JenseN. I want to say this, that if you can sell that to the 
Bureau, on that premise, then, of course, it 1s up to them to bring a 
request in to the committee. 

Mr. Mackin. That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anpersen. Now, Mr. Chairman, in addition to the 3 Minnesota 
Congressmen present, we have heard from 2 gentlemen represent- 
ing cooperatives, and I would now appreciate it if the committee 
would hear the statements of 3 gentlemen who are here = negra 
private utilities, which are interested in this project. First, may 
introduce Mr. Carl Bremicker, vice president of the Northern States 
Power Co. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Bremicker. 

Mr. Bremicker. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am not going to 
endeavor to read the statement which I have prepared for the com- 
mittee. 

I would like to say, however, that the territory we serve, and the 
slight history of the company, is included therein. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, sir. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


TESTIMONY OF CARL T. BREMICKER, VICE PRESIDENT, NORTHERN STATES Power Co. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Carl T. Bremicker; I am vice presi- 
dent of Northern States Power Co., a Minnesota corporation. Our company is 
engaged in the public-utility business in Minnesota, North Dakota, and South 
Dakota, and in Wisconsin through subsidiary companies. 

The electric system of Northern States Power Co. had its origin in 1909, and 
has grown to cover and serves a 40,000-square-mile area. The company furnishes 
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service to approximately 700,000 retail customers in hundreds of communities. 
We also furnish electric service directly to some 25,000 rural and farm customers, 
and sell at wholesale to 23 electric cooperatives at 72 points of connection. 

In April 1953 we appeared, with the electric cooperatives, before this committee 
to support the request of the Bureau of Reclamation for funds to construct a 
230,000-volt transmission line in order that Missouri Basin power might be deliv- 
ered to preferred customers in Minnesota within the marketing area prescribed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. We return today to renew that support. 

Let us make our position clear. We are not here asking that electric power 
be brought into our trade area because of any shortage, or to serve the purposes 
of Northern States Power Co. Our company is in the business of generating and 
distributing electricity in our territory, and is prepared to construct the necessary 
facilities for that purpose. We have, are now, and will continue to take care of 
the demands of our customers at rates which are fair and provide the overall 
operational requirements for the conduct of our business. We are constantly 
planning and building to care for the future requirements of our service area. 
Within this area served by Northern States Power Co. we now have a complete 
grid of transmission lines adequately delivering the requirements of the territory, 
including the requirements of 23 rural electric cooperatives. In fact, a substantial 
majority of the 20 electric cooperatives represented here today get their electric 
power from our transmission system. 

However, there are some special circumstances involved in the matter now 
under consideration. 

The Congress has determined that dams and hydroelectric generating facilities 
be installed on the Missouri River in North and South Dakota. 

The Congress has determined that the electric power output from these dams, 
beyond that required for Government needs, be supplied first to preferred ens- 
tomers. In our area these customers are the electric cooperatives and the 
municipally operated utilities. 

The marketing of this electric power has been assigned to the Department of 
the Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation. The Bureau, after surveying the potential 
output of these power developments and further surveying the electrical require- 
ments of the area, apparently has decided that the electric power in question 
should be disposed of within a marketing area which, in part, covers the States 
of North and South Dakota and a portion of the State of Minnesota. 

Therefore, the problem is one which basically requires Government solution. 
The Government has hydroelectric power to sell to its preferred customers. In 
this instance the customers within the marketing area in Minnesota are located 
a great distance from the source of supply. If the power is to be sold in this area, 
and that is solely a Government problem to be answered by the Cgneress, it must 
be delivered where it may be distributed and used. 

Here let me make one point clear. Northern States Power Co. is not in favor 
of governmental power projects when the job of supplying power can be performed 
by the private companies. Our position in this matter is consistent with the posi- 
tion of the electric light and power indastry—that Government should not do for 
the people things the people, individually or through their private organizations, 
can do for themselves. Therefore, I want to repeat that the present case is a 
special one, due to circumstances created by governmental decisions in the past 
and by the economic problems of building and financing a transmission line of this 
capacity and length to serve the preferred class of customer here under 
consideration. 

We have offered our transmission facilities to deliver Government hydroelectric 
energy from the terminal points of the Burean’s transmission system to the 
preferred customers in our area. We are presently negotiating a wheeling con- 
tract with the Bureau of Reclamation for this purpose. We stand ready to 
interconnect our lines with those of the Bureau, and thus avoid costly duplica- 
tion. 

At the present time, our system is interconnected with the Minnkota Pow- 
er Cooperative system in North Dakota, with the Dairyland Power Cooperative 
system in Wisconsin, and negotiations are in process for interconnecting with 
the Rural Power Cooperative system in Minnesota. Also, our system is pres- 
ently interconnected with the Otter Tail Power Co. system in northwestern 
Minnesota and plans have been completed for interconnecting with the Inter- 
state Power Co. system in southern Minnesota. We know of no reason why 
we cannot successfully interconnect our system with the proposed Bureau 
of Reclamation system. 
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The rural electric cooperatives in Minnesota are here asking that this com- 
mittee appropriate sufficient funds this year in order that the benefits, as out- 
lined in their testimony, may be made available to them. 

For your convenience, we are attaching a Northern States Power Co. system 
mnap. 

(The map referred to was filed with the committee. ) 

Mr. Bremicker. In the territory we serve, part of our area is in 
the marketing area, as prescribed by the Bureau of Reclamation, 
the marketing agents for Federal Power in the Missouri Basin area. 

We are here in support of the request of the REA’s, and the Bu- 
reu of Reclamation, for funds to bring that power to the preferred 
customers in Minnesota. 

It may seem queer that we, as utilities, are here supporting funds 
to build transmission lines from the dams into our respective areas. 
However, let me say from the viewpoint of my company, that the 
transportation costs to carry that power from the dams into the 
load centers of our system, is prohibitive. 

I do yaa: very much, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the fact 
that we have had such excellent consideration from this committee 
in the past. 

I also want to state that I recognize the problems of the com- 

mittee and Congress, in endeavoring to figure what the cost might 
be, and recognizing that it must be based upon market value. 
We sincerely believe that in our cooperative effort, in Minnesota, 
we are endeavoring to help solve that situation, through coopera- 
tion. After all, if low cost power is available, we certainly want 
our neighbors in Minnesota, and friends, to have access to that 
power. 

In regard to the cost of transportation, I would like to just briefly 
state that we cannot afford to build a line over which we would carry 
power only for customers of another supplier. 

In the first place, the carrying charges alone on the transmission 
line, for thesBureau of Reclamation are about 6 percent; for the 
cooperatives, about 7 peréent ; and for a private power company, about 
16 percent. 

t is evident, therefore, that without any benefits to be derived from 
this line, from the viewpoint of our company, we cannot afford to 
construct this high-voltage transmission line to deliver power to our 
load centers. 

We are negotiating with the Bureau of Reclamation at the present 
time to use our facilities to wheel this power, if and when it is delivered 
to our load centers. 

I want to thank you for allowing me to be here, and I want to state 
that we are in support of the request of the cooperatives and the 
Bureau of Reclamation, for the funds as outlined. 

Mr. Jensen. I may say that it is a very fine thing for the private 
utilities and the co-ops to work together in this manner. I must say 
there have been cases in the past where that has not been true, but now, 
generally speaking, over the country, the REA’s and the private utili- 
ties and municipalities are working in close harmony. It has been 
a long pull to get them all to see alike, but I am sure that it is coming 
along. It will be for the good of all concerned to work together 
and take advantage of each other’s facilities, and by so doing, capital 
investment will not be so great for anyone that it would force rates 
up to the consumers, to a point where it is not necessary. 
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So I think it is a most commendable situation. 

I might say, again, that you folks are really to be complimented for 
working so closely together in this. 

Mr. AnpersEN. Mr. Chairman, if you will permit me to interject. 
You will recall a few years back we called the attention of the subeom- 
mittee to the fact that here we had a situation which was a little 
unique in America. Three large private utilities, on the one hand, 
joined with 20 REA cooperatives, on the other, in an effort to get a big 
job done in the best manner possible. 

I would like to express my own appreciation to the gentlemen repre- 
senting these three private utilities here today, for the splendid co- 
operation that they have given us in the past, in trying to solve this 
problem. There have been slight differences of opinion, but that is 
the way we do business in this great democracy. And to me, this 
meeting today, and those in past years, exemplify that which is best in 
our great country. 

Mr, JENSEN. I think that is right. 

Mr. Anpersen. May I now introduce Mr. Albert V. Hartl, vice 

resident and treasurer of the Otter Tail Power Co., at Fergus Falls, 
Minn. 

Mr. JeNsen. Do you have a statement ? 

Mr. Hartt. I have a brief statement to make, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. JeNsEN. All right, Mr. Hartl. 

Mr. Harti. My name is Albert V. Hartl. I am vice president and 
treasurer of Otter Tail Power Co., a Minnesota corporation, which 
supplies electric energy to almost 500 communities in Minnesota, North 
Dakota, and South Dakota, plus helping to supply 22 REA coopera- 
tives at 58 points of connection. 

The purpose of my appearance today is to indicate that Otter Tail 
Power Co. still vigorously and wholeheartedly supports the position 
of the REA cooperatives here today in their request for appropriations. 

We sincerely feel that the unified efforts of the REA cooperatives 
and the private utilities in Minnesota during the past few years have 
shown the advantages accruing to everyone—cooperative, utility, and 
general public. We are glad to have been a part of that effort. It is 
our desire to continue work with these REA cooperatives in Minnesota, 
to the end that the most satisfactory and most economical solution to 
their power problems be formulated. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, sir. 

Now, there is a statement that is not only a time saver, but it is 
short and to the point. 

Mr. Harti. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. JeNsEN. We know exactly how you feel. 

Mr. Anpersen. Mr. Charman, our last witness is Mr. Carl A. Hum- 
mel, vice president of the Interstate Power Co., and the headquar- 
ters of Interstate, as you perhaps know, are in Dubuque, Towa. 

Mr. Chairman, will you please permit Mr. Hummel to make a state- 
ment at this point? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, sir; Mr. Hummel, we will be glad to have your 
statement. 

Mr. Hummet. I will brief my statement. It is a little longer than 
Mr. Hartl’s. 
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We operate, of course, in southern Minnesota. Many of these 
REA’s service areas are traversed by our lines. We are here to urge 
this committee to act favorably on a request of the cooperatives and the 
Bureau, for these transmission lines that deliver power in Minnesota. 

We are actively building transmission lines and making intercon- 

: 
nections. We will be ready to wheel this power when it becomes 
available. 

We have met with representatives of the Bureau. We have prac- 
tically completed agreements on contract terms for wheeling. We 
believe that the background work, as far as we can go, has been done. 
We again urge that you approve their eae for appropriations. 

(The formal statement by Mr. Hummel follows :) 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is C. A, Hummel and I am vice president 
of Interstate Power Co., a public utility serving electricity to 224 communities 
in southern Minnesota and northeastern Iowa. Our operations in southern Min- 
nesota extend across the entire State from the Mississippi River to South Dakota. 

The REA cooperatives represented here today by their committee serve thou- 
sands of farm customers in the area traversed by Interstate transmission lines in 
southern Minnesota. 

Interstate Power Co, together with Northern States Power Co. and the Otter 
Tail Power Co. is here today to urge this committee to act favorably on the 
request of the REA cooperatives in southern and western Minnesota for funds 
to build certain Bureau of Reclamation transmission lines to delivery points in 
Minnesota, as previously discussed. These lines should be built for operation at 
230,000 volts to adequately deliver available Missouri hydropower to the people 
of Minnesota. 

Interstate, together with the other companies, is actively engaged in expanding 
its transmission system and interconnecting with Northern States Power Co, We 
will be ready to wheel power to the preferred customers in our area when it 
becomes available. A series of meetings with representatives of the Bureau of 
Reclamation have been held in which terms of a wheeling contract were discussed, 
L'ractically complete agreement on contract terms has been reached. 

The preliminary work has been done. To a large extent, all that remains 
in question are the funds necessary to permit the Bureau of Reclamation to build 
these high capacity lines to the delivery points. Once this is accomplished, the 
cooperatives represented here will be able to receive Missouri River hydropower 
over our interconnected lines at the lowest available rate. 

We, therefore, respectfully urge this committee of the Congress to act favorably 
on the request for funds to build the 230,000-volt lines to delivery points in 
Minnesota. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. Mr. Chairman, if you will permit just one brief 
remark, may I call the attention of the committee to the fact that the 
$3 million allocated in the budget for fiseal 1955 will not, in my 
opinion, do the job we have ahead of us to build the line from Big 
Bend to Granite Falls, because, as you know, that is a $17 million 
project, if I understand it correctly. : 

Mr, Bremicxer. $17 million total. 

Mr. Anpersen. That is right. And if this subcommittee could 
help us push that line to completion to Granite Falls, it will help 
over concerned. 

I want to express to you my most sincere thanks to you gentlemen 
for listening to us so patiently this morning. And that is about all, 
gentlemen, unless you have some questions to ask. 

Mr. Jensen. Any questions, Dr. Fenton? 

Mr. No questions. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Kirwan? 

Mr. Kirwan. No questions. 
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Mr. Jensen. I might say, in response to your request, and your 
remarks, Mr, Andersen, that the Bureau is treating Minnesota a little 
better than they are treating Iowa. They are recommending $3 mil- 
lion for the line from Big Bend to Granite Falls, into Minnesota, and 
they are recommending $2,257,180 for the line from Randall to Sioux 
City, Lowa. 

Mr. Anprersen. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I was glad to note the Bureau’s 
recommendation of che $3 million item for the line from Big Bend 
to Granite Falls and, as I said before, I hope you gentlemen will see 
fit to follow it since it will meet the critical need in Minnesota. Thank 
you very much for your kind attention. 

Mr. Anpersen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, gentlemen. 


Webnespbay, Fesruary 17, 1954. 
Inverton DerarrMeNT 
WITNESSES 


HON. WESLEY A. D’EWART, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 

E. W. RISING, STATE WATER CONSERVATION BOARD, MONTANA 

WILLIAM YOUPEE, POPLAR, MONT. 

EDWARD REDDOOR, POPLAR, MONT. 

THOMAS MURRAY, HOMESTEAD, MONT. 

MRS. GEORGE MORSE, ROOSEVELT COUNTY, MONT. 

MELVIN L. ENGLES, POPLAR, MONT. 


Mr. Jensen. We are glad to have you here today, Mr. D’Ewart, 
and your friends. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Mr. Chairman, this is the ninth year that I have 
come to this subcommittee in behalf of activities of the Department 
of the Interior in the State of Montana. This committee has been 
generous with our Montana projects and with the Interior Depart- 
ment agencies that deal each day with the people of my State. 

I have an editorial I would like to include as part of my statement. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

(The editorial referred to is as follows :) 


{From the Butte Daily Post] 
Hien Time To RemMepy NATIONAL NEGLECT 


The plight of the Nation’s national parks may seem of very little consequence 
right now, when winter holds in Yellowstone and Glacier, when the Big Four 
foreign ministers are meeting in Berlin to discuss the prospects for world peace, 
when the Nation’s unemployment figures are on the rise, and when other big 
events are in the news. 

Yet the importance of the national parks should not be overlooked. An esti- 
mated 46 million people visited them last vear, and Congress appropriated $35 
million for their upkeep. Both these figures are large, and indicate that the 
parks are a matter of concern to many people. 

The parks are in trouble. They are overcrowded, undermanned, and actually 
deteriorating in some places. They lack the facilities for handling the vast 
numbers of tourists attracted by their scenic beauties, Their roads often are 
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hazardous and their sanitation inadequate. They lack the proper personnel 
for protecting visitors and park property. 

In an effort to remedy the situation, interested persons are meeting in Wash- 
ington today. The hosts are Secretary of the Interior Douglas McKay and the 
president of the American Automobile Association, Ralph Thomas. Several 
Congressmen are on the program while others are in the audience. 

Thus the meeting represents the executive, the legislature, and the public, all 
of whose efforts are needed if this problem is to be solved. These parks are 
not only assets but really treasures to America. Their neglect, admitted by 
officials of the Interior Department, must be brought to an end. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. The single exception to this rule, I believe, has been 
the National Park Service. The national parks are visited by more 
people each year. The physical facilities are not keeping pace with 
this growth in travel. e park service needs more men to handle the 
tourists, both to protect the property against vandalism and to assist 
travelers. New roads and bridges are essential. New sanitary facili- 
ties must be provided. I know that the Park Service has plans for im- 
provements which can be put into motion whenever funds are avail- 
able. I hope that this committee will take the initiative in providing 
a substantial increase in the budget request for the Park Service. 


BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


I note the budget includes slight increases for the lease and disposal 
of mineral resources and land use and disposal, Bureau of Land Man- 
agement. The work of this Bureau appears to have improved a great 
deal during the past year, and may be expected to improve still more 
under the proposed reorganization. However, there remains a large 
backload of cases. Delay on handling the lease applications delays 
the development of the natural resources of the West. We are par- 
ticularly sensitive to this fact in Montana, because of our fast-grow- 
ing oil development in the central and eastern counties of the State. 
This delay is costly also in terms of returns to the Treasury of the 
United States. I hope that the increase requested will be approved. 
and that it will be sufficient to permit prompt handling of lease work. 
This is one agency of the Government that brings us a cash return 
greater than its expenses. 


BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


As you know, the Congress made a beginning last year toward re- 
ducing the responsibility of the Federal Government in the affairs 
of rus) Indians. The legislative committee has set out a program which 
includes: 

1. Enactment of legislation terminating Federal responsibility for 
administering the affairs of Indian tribes within individual States as 
rapidly as local circumstances permit. An example is the Florida bill 
now pending in the Senate. 

2. Enactment of legislation terminating Federal responsibility for 
administering the affairs of individual Indian tribes as rapidly as 
circumstances will permit. A number of bills have been introduced 
to accomplish this purpose and joint Senate-House hearings are now 
underway. 

3. Enactment of legislation terminating certain services provided 
by the Indian Bureau for Indians by transferring responsibility for 
such services to other governmental or private agencies, or to the In- 
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dians themselves. An example is H. R. 303 which is pending action 
in the House and would take the Indian Bureau out of hospital, health, 
and related programs. 

4. Enactment of legislation providing for withdrawal] of individual 
Indians from Federal responsibility, at the same time removing such 
individuals from restrictions and disabilities applicable to Indians 
only. We have H. R. 4985, which has this purpose. 

5. Enactment of legislation having as its purpose repeal of existing 
statutory provisions which set Indians apart from other citizens, 
thereby abolishing certain restrictions which are thought to be dis- 
criminatory. The bills enacted last year with regard to Indian liquor 
laws and personal property laws are in line with this objective. 

So far as I know, this is the first such person that has ever been 
inaugurated by the legislative committee. We have made some prog- 
ress, and will make more this year. Needless to say, we are met at 
every turn of the road by Indians who profit from their ward status 
and therefore do not want to terminate it, by sincere but misguided 
individuals who think all Indians are children and must have pro- 
tection, and by the organizations who call themselves friends of the 
Indians but whose purpose seems to be to keep the Indians in bondage 
forevermore. 

As this program progresses, it will be possible to make reductions 
in the outlay for the Bureau of Indian Affairs. However, it has not 
yet gone far enough to reflect any sizable savings, and probably can- 
not do so until the States and local governments are prepared to 
assume more of the financial obligations for their Indian citizens. 
Meanwhile it appears desirable to provide the amounts estimated as 
necessary for the health, educational, welfare, and placement services 
of the Bureau. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


The lower Marias unit of the Missouri Basin project is progressing 
satisfactorily, and I am hopeful the committee will approve and rec- 
ommend the full $6,100,000 requested for the next fiscal year. This 
is the only major project now under construction in Montana. It 
has the full support of those who will be served by it. 

I want. to say a word also for the general investigations item of $6 
million. Several small units of the Montana section of the Missouri 
Basin project are in the planning state, and this work should go ahead. 

We laos also a special problem with regard to the reimbursability 
of funds used to repair flood damage on the Glasgow division, Milk 
River project, and the Fort Shaw District, Sun River project. 

Under the law as interpreted by the Budget Bureau Jast spring, 
these Government reclamation projects were not eligible for the emer- 
gency funds that were given to State and private irrigation projects 
in the same general area. Instead they had to turn to the Bureau of 
Reclamation, which advanced to each of them $50,000 for emergency 
repair of their structures, Under the law, it appears that this money 
is rembursable. In the case of the Fort Shaw District, it is supposed 
to be repaid within 1 year. It is a physical impossibility for the 
district to meet this obligation on top of its ordinary expenses. 

When the same situation arose several years ago, but on a much 
larger scale, a special provision was included in the Interior Depart- 
ment appropriation bill to reimburse the Bureau of Reclamation so 
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that the districts would not have todo so. I hope that the committee 
will include a similar provision in the bill this year. The amount re- 
quired is $100,000. I have already furnished Mr. Budge a memoran- 
dum on this subject, with the language suggested by the Bureau. 

I understand that some supplemental requests for new starts are to 
be forthcoming soon, and that among them there may be a request for 
money to begin construction of Yellowtail Dam on the Big Horn 
River in Montana. As yet, the Indians of the Crow Tribe have not 
agreed to the proposed settlement for the use of their land for the dam 
and reservior. However, a recent opinion by the solicitor of the De- 
partment of the Interior is helpful in this respect, and last Friday I 
urged the local people who are interested to organize all possible sup- 
port for the project, so that if we do come in with a request to get 
underway, the committee may be assured that everyone concerned is in 
favor of it and there will be no later controversy. The Yellowtail 
project is a valuable and worthwhile project. 

Lastly, I wish to mention the Missouri diversion unit. TI have with 
me today 22 people from Montana who are opposed to this project. 
You have already met and heard from Mr. Melvin Engles, the spokes- 
man for this group, at the hearings a year ago. Tomorrow the repre- 
sentative of the Montana State Water Conservation Board will intro- 
duce to you a delegation of citizens from the same area who are sup- 
porting the proposed project. 

I thought that this committee made a wise recommendation a year 
ago when it instructed that the funds could not be used for a diversion 
dam and that the Secretary should consider pumping. As you know, 
the Senate amended that decision, oe for an engineering board 
to compare the dam with a possible pumping project. The decision 
was in favor of a dam, and we are now right back where we started 
a year ago, with the difference that the dam project has been advertised 
and bids received. 

I have been sponsoring the development of worthwhile irrigation 
projects in the West too Iong to change by opinions now, and there is 
land in this area that can be irrigated. There are now 19 private 
pumps along the river according to Mr. Engles, which shows the 
feasibility of irrigating this acreage. 

However, here are a cross section of landowners who do not want 
irrigation at this time under any terms. They have the signatures 
of a great many who agree with them. Tomorrow you will have a 
report from the supporters of the project who have been out getting 
signatures in favor. 

This is not a question of feasibility. It is a question of whether 
or not the local people want the project. I am in no position to say. 
I have seen evidence on both sides. 

I think this committee should make the final determination now. 
If it appears to you that there is sufficient local support to form an 
irrigation district with 60 percent of the landowners representing 60 
percent of the land, as required by Montana law, you are justified in 
going ahead with further appropriations. If you are convinced that 
it is not possible to get this support for the project, you have no 
justification in the law for approving any further funds for the 
project. 
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Certainly it is regrettable that this decision was not made itself 
known years ago. Since it was not, we should make a decision now 
before further money is spent or more hard feelings are created. 

That concludes my statement. 

I have a list, here, of those who would like to file statements and 
those who would like to appear before you today. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

The first person who wishes to speak is Mr. Rising. 

Mr. Ristne. Mr. Chairman, my name is E. W. Rising. I am the 
representative of the State Water Conservation Board of Montana. 
In appearing here today, I also represent the Marias Irrigation 
District in support of items in the 1955 budget for the Bureau of 
Reclamation as follows: 

Construction items, Missouri River Basin project: Lower Marias 
unit, $6,100,000—will need $6,600,000; Canyon Ferry unit, $155,000; 
Crow Creek unit, $236,000. 

Lower Marias: This unit of the Missouri River Basin project will 
consist of the Tiber Dam on the Marias River, 13 miles south and 6 
miles west of Chester, Mont. A reservoir of sufficient capacity to 
provide water for irrigation of 127,000 acres of land and allow 975,000 
acre-feet of space for dead storage and flood control. Also a system 
of canals and laterals to carry the water to the land to be irrigated. 

Construction of the lower Marias unit has been justified by state- 
ments at hearings over a number of years. For example, I quote 
from the statement of the Honorable C. B. Elwell, judge of the 12th 
District Court of Montana, at the 1953 hearing before this committee 
as follows: 

The effort which has brought the project to its present status is more than 
20 years old, and came as a result of years of prolonged drought and crop failure 
in this territory, which included the failure of all feed crops and hay crops. 

Until construction of Tiber Dam is completed and flood waters 
stored in the reservoir and a distribution system provided to serve 
the lands within the Marias Irrigation District, there will be the 
constant threat of the return of the drought cycle. In fact the out- 
look for this current year is not very encouraging. 

From Water Supply Forecasts issued January 1, 1954, by the United 
States Department of Commerce, I quote the following: 

Precipitation over the Missouri Basin during the 4 months period, September— 
December (1953), was considerably below normal. The drainage area above 
Fort Peck Reservoir received about 55 percent of normal precipitation. 

Due to the deficiency in summer and fall precipitation, the water year runoff 
forecasts in the Missouri River Basin above Fort Peck calls for well below aver- 
age runoff in all tributaries. 

The February 1 issue of Water Supply Forecast indicates a slight 
improvement in anticipated inflow in the Fort Peck Reservoir. I 
quote as follows: 

Inflow into Fort Peck Reservoir is expected to be 72 percent of the 10-year 
averages, an increase of 5 percent over the forecast issued early in January. 

However, there has been little precipitation in February, therefore, 
as previously stated, the outlook for 1954 is not encouraging. 

e are informed that Tiber Dam will be approximately 42 percent 
complete at the end of fiscal year 1954. The entire $6,100,000 in 
the budget will be needed to permit full-scale construction to proceed 
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on Tiber Dam during fiscal year 1955. Additional funds above the 
budget estimate, in the amount of $500,000 to $600,000, could well 
be used to begin the construction of the canals to carry water to the 
land. The appropriation of this additional amount above the budget 
recommendation would reduce by a year the date for beginning irri- 
gation on the Marias unit. 

The organizations I represent urge this committee to include the 
full amount of the budget estimate of $6,100,000 to continue construc- 
tion of Tiber Dam and also to include a substantial additional amount 
for canals and laterals. 

I submit two aerial pictures showing construction in progress at 
Tiber Dam. 

Canyon Ferry unit, $155,000: The dam is practically complete and 
two power units have been installed. The third power unit at Canyon 
Ferry is scheduled to begin generation of power before the end of 1954 
fiscal year. It is estimated that the entire unit will be 99 percent 
complete on June 30, 1954. When this unit is in full operation, it will 
develop 50,000 kilowatt of power; provide flood control for a large 
section of upper Missouri River; and by exchanges, provide a full 
supply of water for irrigation of 300,000 acres of land and a supple- 
mental supply for nearly 200,000 acres of land now having ys 
partial supply of water for irrigation. We urge that the amount re- 
quested in this budget be provided to complete this unit in fiscal year 
1955, 

Crow Creek unit, $236,000: This unit will supply water to irrigate 
new lands equal to those to be inundated in the top 34 feet of Canyon 
Ferry Reservoir, as required by provisions carried in appropriation 
bills of 1948 and 1949. We believe the additional power that can be 
generated at Canyon Ferry by use of the full capacity of the 2,000,000 
acre-feet reservoir justifies the completion of this unit. Funds re- 
quested will be required for completion of canals, laterals, and operat- 
ing equipment. 

I, therefore, urge this committee to include the full amount of the 
budget recommendation for the Crow Creek unit. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one other item I want to speak on for just a 
minute. That is the item of $6 million for general investigations. 

In previous years, that. item for the 17 Western States was divided. 
One item was for the Missouri Basin, and the remaining item for 
the remainder of the 17 States. Also, the Missouri Basin item has 
been divided again, into general investigations, which means for 
projects not yet authorized, and phase A, which means projects 
authorized but for which additional work is needed before going to 
construction. 

The State water conservation board is concerned, and feels that 
the language in the pa ar ta act should indicate that the Mis- 
souri Basin’s part of this fund, which we understand is about 
$2,500,000, should be earmarked and, further, that it should be made 
available for both general investigations and reconstruction. 

That concludes my statement, and I thank you very much, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you very much, Mr. Rising. We are glad to 
have your testimony. 

Now, Mr. Youpee, do you have a statement you wish to make at 
this time? 
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Mr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my name is William 


Youpee, of the Fort Peck Reservation in Montana. I am also a mem- 
ey the executive board of Fort Peck, the government body of the 
tribe. 

I wish to state that the board has gone on record opposing the 
Missouri-Souris project, and has instructed our attorney to take fur- 
ther steps. And our attorney wishes also to appear before this com- 
mittee at later date, when it is convenient for the committee. 

Mr. JENsEN. We will close our hearings this week. 

Mr. Yourrr. He is available now. He lives in town. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. What is his name? 

Mr. Yourzr. James E. Curry. 

Mr. JensEN. All right, go ahead. We will find out if he has madea 
request to be heard. 

Mr. Youre. I want to state, also, that the proponents of this proj- 
ect are trying to show the feasibility in the construction by bringing 
water down to the Frazer-Wolf Point project. It was stated previ- 
ously that they had enough water—and I will read here from a peti- 
tion which the Frazer-Wolf Point project submitted to Congressman 
D’Ewart, in trying to secure additional funds for maintaining this 

roject. 
" r. D’Ewarrt. That is an Indian irrigation project. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Yours. No.1: 


The project is of the proper size for production of hay for livestock-feeding 
purposes relative to supplying the surrounding area. 


No. 2: 
The project has a very large, adequate, and inexhaustible water supply. 


I wish to stress upon that one point, that the project has a very 
large, adequate, and inexhaustible water supply. Now, they want to 
bring water down from the canal, when they have stated here that 
they already have a suflicient amount of water. 

0. 3: 


There has been considerable moneys expended in the leveling of lands in- 
cluded in this project. 


No, 4: 


This said project has been under construction for over a period of 15 years 
and is still incomplete, which factor is adding to the construction cost of the 
project and keeping the revenue therefrom less than the cost of operation and 
maintenance thereof. 


No. 5: 


The canals and ditches of such project are continually deteriorating, resulting 
in slow and inadequate distribution of water. 


No. 6: 


Partially due to the poor and inadequate conditions of the ditches, delivery, 
and drains of this project, seepage therefrom is damaging more land each and 
every year. 

That concludes my statement. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres are in your already existing irriga- 
tion project ? 

42590—54—-pt. 247 
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Mr. Yourrr. I think Mr. Reddoor, the other member of the tribe, 
has the statistics on that, 

Mr. Reppoor. 14,000, 

Mr. Jensen. And the proposed diversion dam and the canal facili- 
ties is proposed to give you more water, to run canals through your 
irrigation district? Or what is the story on that? 

Mr. Yourrr. The original plan, I think, was for the project to take 
in 90,000 acres, which is mostly on the Bench and Chelsea area, east. 
And that includes a lot of Indian land. 

Mr. Jensen. That is a private irrigation project. Are the Indians 
set up by themselves, or is that a Federal-built project ? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. That is an Indian construction project. There are 
two Indian projects in this area: The Poreupine project, which is 
largely above the Missouri-Souris diversion, and the Frazer-Wolf 
Point, which will be covered with water from the diversion. 

Mr. Yourrr. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. You don’t want any more water, is that it? 

Mr. Yourrr. No, we don’t. Personally, I have 40 acres now that 
have construction charges against them, amounting to $400, and I 
have never gotten any water on those 40 acres, because there have 
never been any ditches constructed. 

Many people I know have that construction charge held against 
the land—— 

Mr. Jensen. Do you want water on that 40 acres? 

Mr. Yourrr. Well, I was a small child at that time. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you want the water on that 40 now? 

Mr. Yourrr. No. But the construction charges are held against it. 

Mr. Jensen. And you pay them each year? 

Mr. Yourer. I don’t pay them. They are just held against the 
land. But it is not payable until I get free patent. 

Mr. D’Ewart. In Indian allotment land, they are not subject to 
repayment until the patent and free issue. And then there is a lien 
against the land. But as long as it stays in trust patent, the con- 
struction charges are not repayable, but the operation and main- 
tenance charges are. 

Mr. Jensen. I was trying to pet it straightened out. 

Mr. Yourer. If the Indian Bureau continues with the withdrawal 
program, all that land will be in fee status. 

Mr. Jensen. Do the people on this 14,000 or 15,000 acres of irri- 
gated land, in this project. feel about like you do, most of them ? 

Mr. Yourrr. Yes, sir; that is the opinion of the people. 

Mr. Jensen. Can you tell me why ? 

Mr. Yourre. Well, you don’t find an irrigation farmers among 
the Indians there, and to be truthful about it, I don’t think there 
ever will be any Indian irrigation farmers. They just don’t take 
to it. 

Mr. Jensen. The Indians don’t take to irrigation farming? 

Mr. Yourre. That is right. ; 

Mr. Jensen. They lease? 

Mr. Yourrr. Yes, that is the only revenue they have now. 

Mr. Jensen. Leasing the land to white people 

Mr. Yourrr. Yes, or farming themselves. 

Mr. Jensen. But they don’t irrigate? 

Mr. Yourse. There is no irrigation. 
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Mr. JeNsEN. How many acres are irrigated under this project? 

Mr. Yourrr. Under this Wolf realy, tor deal, that is the only 
area that has any irrigation today, and it is a very small amount. 

Mr. Jensen. If we had several years of drought, don’t you think 
you would like to have some extra water’ If you had a severe 
drought, where you would have no grass for your cattle or for your 
sheep, what would you do in that event? Do you think you could 
get along? ; 

Mr. Yourer. In the first place, there is very little sheep, or cattle. 

Mr. Jensen. What do you raise? 

Mr. Yourrr. Most of the Indians depend on farming, or leasing 
their land for farming. 

Mr. Jensen. Dry farming ?/ 

Mr. Yourrr. Yes, dry farming. 

Mr. JENSEN. What are your crops? 

Mr. Yourrr. Wheat. 

Mr. Jensen. How many bushels do you raise a year? Do you 
raise a crop every year / 

Mr. Summer fallow. 

Mr. Jensen. What is your average yield? 

Mr. Yourrr. 18 bushels. 

Mr. JENSEN. And you are getting along very well ? 

Mr. Yourre. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, you wouldn’t get along so good durin 
the drought years, would you! But you just don’t want to irrigate 
The Indians don’t want to irrigate? 

Mr. Yourrr. They don’t want to have a lien held against their land. 
They don’t see how they will ever be able to pay it. 

Mr. Jensen. I see. Well, of course, other people pay it. 

Mr. Yourer. I don’t think there is anybody on the reservation that 
has ever paid it. 

Mr, Jensen. No. I mean other people. We have had irrigation 
Breen all over the United States, in the 17 Western States, espe- 
cially, and they seem to like it. They raise a lot more than in . 
farming. 

Of course, the old saying is that you never miss the water until the 
well runs dry. But you think there would never come a time when you 
would be glad to have more water than you have got now? Do you 
think you could still exist and get along like you have been, without 
having any irrigation project 

Mr. Yourrr. We feel that we are getting along fairly well now, 
and that is the way we would like it to be left. 

Mr. Jensen. Is there a lot of oil around that country ? 

Mr. Yourrr. I wouldn’t say a lot of oil, but there is some. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you own an oil well? 

Mr. Yourer. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You don’t? 

Mr. Yourrr. No, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. You have some shares in oil there, don’t you ¢ 

Mr. Yourrr. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, it is none of my business, you know. iW 

Dr. Fenton, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Fenton. That was a very interesting statement that you just 
made. How many acres do you have? 
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Mr. Yourrr. 360 acres. 

Mr. Fenton. And you get an average crop of 18 bushels of wheat 
per acre. What is the average of wheat throughout the country ? 

Mr. Yourrr. Pardon? 

Mr. Jensen. It wouldn’t be a great deal more than that. That is a 
good average. 

Mr. Fenton, And you get that, year after year ? 

Mr. Yourer. Not year after year, but it averages out, about that. 

Mr. Fenton. Do you ever have any severe droughts ? 

aie ten Two or three years ago it wasn’t good, but a living was 
provided. 

Mr. Fenton. Well, over the history of the area there, do you think 
that the ordinary rainfall has been sufficient to keep you above water 
for farming? 

Mr. Yourrr. With the summer fallow, I would say “Yes.” 

Mr. Fenton. How large an area is in your particular part of the 
country, Indian land ? 

Hay Yourrr. Well, I don’t have the statistics, but Mr. Reddoor has 
them. 

Mr. Fenton. It is rather unusual to have somebody come in, in 
opposition to these irrigating projects. It makes me wonder whether 
or not sometimes it is necessary to go into all of this business. We 
believe in irrigation, and all that sort of thing, but certainly where it is 
not necessary, I don’t think the Federal Government should have to put 
water where people don’t want it. 

That is just the observation I would like to make, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. Mr. Kirwan? 

Mr. Kirwan. When will the other group come in to testify ? 

Mr. Yourrr. The attorney ? 

Mr. Krrwan. Won't there be another group coming in tomorrow ? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. My understanding is that they will be here 
tomorrow. 

Mr. Krrwan. Will there be Indians among them tomorrow ? 

Mr. Youre. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Are you sure whether they favor irrigation or not? 

Mr. Yourer. I am not sure whether they do or not. 

Mr. Krrwan. When ‘ata said that the Indians don’t want to irrigate 
lands, you are jusi making that statement for yourself, are you not?! 

Mr. Yourrr. That is for the area which I represent. That is where 
the area starts. The man coming in tomorrow is under the Frazer- 
Wolf Point area. That is already under irrigation. 

Mr. Kirwan. I’m not trying to find out whether he favors irrigation 
or not, but I don’t want to let the statement go that the Indians don’t 
favor irrigation. If the Indians, the Navahos, could have some water 
down in those places, it would be a great gift from God. I am sure 
the Indians there would favor irrigated land. 

Mr. Youree. I agree with you. 

Mr. Kirwan. I don’t want it understood in the record that the 
Indian isn’t for irrigated land. 

Mr. Yourre. We feel that irrigation should be where it belongs. 
We feel we can get by without irrigation. 
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Mr. Kirwan. I understand that. You are doing fine, getting 18 
bushels to the acre. That is very good. And I un owed that you 
don’t need water, and I am glad to hear you say that. But I don’t want 
to let the statement go that the Indians don’t believe that is so. I 
think there are parts of this Nation where the Indian would like to 
have water. 

Mr. Jensen. I think what Mr. Youpee meant was that the Indians 
in that district 

Mr. Kirwan. I wouldn’t want to see a line left in the record there, 
to the effect that the Indian was not in favor of irrigated land. It 
wouldn’t be nice for him. They are striving for that all over the 
country where there is no water. 

Mr. Yourge. I agree with you. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is all. 

Mr. Jensen. Congressman Budge? 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Youpee, I am somewhat concerned about the eco- 
nomics of this project, and I would like to have a comment from you, 
or someone in your group. It is my understanding that the Bureau 
of Reclamation has spent over $2 million on the investigation of this 
project. I am not clear as to whether that $2 million will be assessed 
against any potential water user or not. 

Originally, the project was to include 1,200,000 acres. Last year, 
when the Bureau was before the committee, they had reduced that to 
100,000—of course the lands outside of your State had been deleted. 

This year, it is my understanding that that acreage has been reduced 
to 7,200 acres. Do you have any comment as to whether the project 
can pay out with as small an acreage limitation as that ? 

Mr. Yourrr. If we can succeed in keeping irrigation off of our area, 
I don’t think the project will ever succeed. 

Mr. Enotes. Could I answer that, sir? 

The reason they are trying to justify the project on the 7,200 acres 
now is because they cannot form a district. They have not been able 
to form an irrigation district in this proposed area in 6 years. 

Mr. Boner. ich means no one has signed up to buy the water. 

Mr. Eneres. That is right. They have 1 irrigation district for 
them, but that does not take in the 7,200 acres. That takes in 2,400 
acres. And when that district was formed, it was formed and set up as 
a pumping plant, not to be a part of the diversion dam. But since 
the proponents could not form the district, they discontinued the pro- 
— pumping plants, and threw the N Bar N in to justify the 

iversion dam. 

In my statement I will deal more thoroughly with that. 

Mr. Buper. The Bureau told us the other day that the only plans 
they had were for 7,200 acres. So, they apparently should have gotten 
this 2,400, too. 

Mr. Enates. I didn’t understand your question, sir. 

Mr. Buper. The Bureau told us the only plan they had was for 
7,200 acres. 

Mr. Enotes. That is right. That was in a press release by Mr. 
Aandahl, the the Assistant Secretary of the Interior. He stated in 
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that press release that they were going to proceed with the constric- 
tion of the dam, to ultimately irrigate 7.200 acres on the south side 
of the Missouri River, which is out of the Fort Peck Indian Reserva- 
tion. It isin MeCone County. 

But even in that area which they want to include for the 7,200 acres, 
they have a district set up to qualify for only 2,400 acres. In the 6 
years since they formed the first district, the opposition has been so 

eat that in the next areas below the N Bar N in the Wapiti area, all 
but one farmer has signed in opposition. In that 7,200-acre area, there 
are 19 farmers, or there were last year, that operated their own irriga- 
tion systems. Unless the Bureau can give them water for less than it 
will cost them to do it with their diesel-powered pumps, out of the 
river, I am satisfied that they will never get a district formed, other 
than what they have. 

Mr. Buper. You are saying that for all practical purposes, it has 
been reduced to 2,400 acres? 

Mr. Enetrs. That is correct. 

Mr. Bunce. Do you feel the 2,400-acre project could repay the 
investment ? 

F Mr. Enotes. The investment, I believe, is set at $11 million for the 
am. 

Mr. Buper. What about that investigation money, the $2 million? 
Will the water users have to pay that, do you know? 

Mr. Enotes. That I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Buper. That’s all. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, thank you, Mr. Youpee. 

The next witness will be Mr. Edward Reddoor, chairman of the 
Sioux Council, Fort Peck Reservation. Mr. Reddoor, we will be glad 
to hear your statement. 

Mr. Renpoor. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: My 
name is Edward Reddoor, chairman of the Sioux Council of Fort 
Peck Indian Reservation. 

Mr. Chairman, I represent the Sioux Council of Fort Peck Indian 
Reservation, and I am here to protest against the Missouri diversion 
dam project. 

I have here a list of allottees, whose allotments the proposed canal 
crossed, and I have also the petition of protest of the area. 

T also have a list of allottees that will be affected under the project, 
which I will file with the clerk, and I will file the original list of those 
who will be affected under the proposed project. 

T have consulted these people and nearly every one is protesting the 
construction of the proposed project. 

Mr. Jensen. What percentage of the Indians of the Fort Peck 
Reservation have sigiiedl protests ? 

Mr. Reppoor. We only have half of the project. We only started 
taking signers from the Macon area, east, commonly known as the 
Chelsea Bench area. 

Mr. Jensen. That is the group that will be affected by this project? 

Mr. Reppoor. Yes. That is the group whose allotments the canal 
crosses. 

Mr. Jensen. I see. 

Mr. Reppoor. And this group is affected by the proposed project. 

Mr. Jensen. Affected by a charge that will be made for operation 
and maintenance? 
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Mr. Reppoor. ‘That is right. 

Now, I have this list here—— 

Mr. Jensen. And all of them object to this? 

Mr. Reppoor. Object to the construction of the proposed canal. 

Mr. JENSEN. So, are you telling us that practically 100 percent of 
the Indians in your reservation are opposed to this project ? 

Mr. Reppoor. No, I didn’t say that. We only signed them up from 
the Macon area, east—that is the district north of the river. 

Mr. JeENseN. Why didn’t you take the rest of them ? 

Mr. Reppoor. The west end is practically under two different irri- 
gation systems, the Wiota, and the Frazer—Wolf Point projects. 

he ones that are operating are already under irrigation systems. 
We did not go into that area because we feel that the majority of 
them might fend the construction of the proposed canal. But later 
I found out—I contacted quite a few of those people and they are 
against the construction of the canal. 

Mr. JENSEN. You mean you think the majority of them are? 

Mr. Reppoor. I have talked to quite a few people in the Wolf Point 
district, in the Wolf Point area. The ones that I have contacted are 
the ones where it crossed there allotments, where the canal crosses 
their allotments. Those are the people I have talked with. 

And this list which I have here only refers to the areas that the Sioux 
are interested in, this additional list here. 

I will leave those with the clerk. 

I want to give our credentials here: Edward Reddoor, Santee Lron- 
ring, and William Youpee are all allotted Indians of the Fort Peck 
Reservation in Montana, and as such allotted Indians, they have been 
duly elected delegates to speak for, represent, and act on behalf of and 
are approved agents of the Sioux Council of the Fort Peck Indian Res- 
ervation, and are herewith designated as authorized delegates to go 
to Washington, D. C., for the express purpose of carrying out the 
desires and wishes of the Sioux people on Fort Peck Indian Reserva- 
tion. 

I think that is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Reddoor. Of course, the committee 
knows that the Indians are not charged with construction costs of the 
project until such time, if and when—here is the story: 60 percent 
of the land to be irrigated is reported to be Indian-owned land, and 
as such would not be subject to repayment until or unless converted to 
fee simple lands. 

Even under those conditions, you are opposed to this project? 

Mr. Reppoor. Well, under the Poplar area, where the people will be 
affected, I would say there was 335 at the expiration of their trust 
period, im 1953, who were fortunate enough to get a 1-year extension. 
And their trust period expired, and we have asked for an additional 
l-year extension. We got that. But most of the people, their trust 
period will expire in 1955. 

I can’t state the percentage that will be affected, but most of those 
people have tracts under this proposed canal, which will be affected. 
And in 1955 there will be something like 270, where the trust period 
will expire; in 1956, 1957, and so on down to 1958, and on through 
the trust period expires. 
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If there is any legislation, extending these trust periods, these 
people stand a chance of losing out. Some of these people are not 
operators and they don’t have the equipment, and they stand a chance 
of losing that, under the construction charges. 

Mr. Fenton. How many pn are in your tribe? 

Mr. Reppoor. The official census was around 3,064, and there are 
around 1,400 to 1,600 that are registered at the agency office, that are 
not on the roll. 

Mr. JENSEN. That would be around 4,500, approximately ? 

Mr. Reppoor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. There are two tribes here. 

Mr. Jensen. And the combined number are about 4,500? 

Mr. Reppoor. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. The next witness will be Thomas Murray of Home- 
stead, Mont., member of the tribal planning board, Fort Peck Reser- 
vation. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Chairman, I am managing a bill on the floor, as 
ess know. I wish to thank you very much for permitting me to be 

re, and also for hearing these people. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; I know you have to go. And we thank you very 
much for bringing the people in and introducing them. 

We know of your great interest, and we know that Mr. D’Ewart 
always wants to do the right thing. He is a fearless Congressman. 
That is shown this morning. He comes in here with you folks, and 
he is willing that this thing be aired properly, and then may justice 
prevail. That is his way of doing things. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Buper. He understands his district and his problems about as 
thoroughly as anyone back here, too. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; he does. He is held in high regard by Members 
of Congress on both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Thank you. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Thomas aig 

Mr. Murray. I have lived on the Brockton Bench all of my life and 
I have been farming there since 1910, and I do not believe that it is 
either practical or desirable to attempt irrigation in this area. 

I farm 1,280 acres up along the Irish Coulee. About 500 acres 
could be included in the project, but I do not want irrigation. The 
dry-farming methods I have been using have given me good crops 
for the last 15 years and I know that except for an occasional dry 
year, I can expect good harvests as long as I work my land. 

I am afraid that would not be true if I irrigated. That soil is not 
suited to irrigation. A soil specialist for the Reclamation Bureau 
who made a Seeinicad analysis of my topsoil told me recently that it 
— be worthless after 5 years of irrigation because it would turn 

aline. 

I am a member of the Fort Peck Reservation Planning Board and 
I know that the Indians who fully understand the project are preesed 
to it. Many of them were in favor at first because they were told that 
they would not have to pay any of the costs. Northeast Montana 
water-development representatives told them that the white men would 
have to pay for the project and that none of the construction costs 
would be charged against Indian lands. We know now that this is 
not true. We know that Indian lands, except those held in tribal 
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trust, will be assessed their proportionate share of the total costs on 
the same basis as the land owned by white farmers. 

This isn’t the first attempt to irrigate lands on the Fort Peck Reser- 
vation. We have had five such projects and none of them have been 
successful. 

My farm is right between two of them—the Muddy Creek project 
and the Poplar River project—and both of them have been abandoned. 
These 2 projects and the other 3 so far have resulted in a net loss of 
more than half a million dollars for the Government, and $413,000 is 
still charged <p the land and the owners have no hope of ever 
being out of debt unless the Government wipes out the whole cost and 
charges it all off to loss. I don’t want this to happen to me. 

None of the four Indians who are members of the board of directors 
of the Northeast Montana Water Development Association, and are 
claimed to represent Indian opinion, farm or own more than a few 
acres that would be under the proposed project. Alex Sansaver, one 
of the four, is not a member of the tribe, and is not allotted on the 
reservation. He will be one that will appear tomorrow. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Buper. What was the reason for the failure of these previous 
irrigation districts ? 

r. Murray. They just had them a few years, and the Government 
said they weren’t any good. They couldn’t seem to raise anything 
on them, and the pe turned alkaline after they had irrigated them 
for a few years. 

Mr. Buper. Is there any difference between that land there and the 
land you are farming now? 

Mr, Murray. There might be some. But how are they going to 
irrigate these hills, that run like this [indicating]? I don’t know 
how they will hold water up there. ; 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Murray. 

Next, we have Mrs. George Morse, a resident of Roosevelt County 
for 42 years. We are glad to have you here, Mrs. George Morse. 

Mrs. Morse. My statement isn’t so well prepared as the rest. 

Our reasons for protesting the construction of the Missouri diversion 
dam are many, but I will cite just a few. 

In the first place, we can’t afford it, even if we needed it. The land 
could not handle the tremendous cost. 

We have learned how to produce the maximum crops with a mini- 
mum of rainfall. In fact, with the improved tillage methods now 
ee pe together with improved seed, we can produce much more 
than the days of more abundant rainfall. 

Today we own our land, free of debt. We have invested in im- 
proved machinery, buildings, and homes. Are we to be forced off of 
our land or cut it up to be sold by a bureau that has become more 
powerful than the people? 

What has happened to our representative government? What is 
happening to our elected officials that we are compelled to spend our 
hard-earned money to come here to fight to keep what is ours and what 
we would like to keep for ourselves and our children? Why should 
we be compelled to adopt a way of life that we do not want when we 
are doing all right the way we are? 

How can this project go on when, according to law, we are supposed 
to create irrigation districts. None has been created in our area. I 
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have lived all my life on the Fort Peck Reservation. I know the con- 
ditions there. I know what obstacles these people have overcome 
to create the conditions as they are there today. 

My particular farm was allotted to me in 1910. And I want to say 
now that in 1915 I applied for the patent fee, and got it, and I would 
like to keep that land. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mrs. Morse. I want to keep that land as it is. It’s mine and I don’t 
believe any bureau on earth can tell me I have to irrigate it, if I don’t 
want to. Isaw one project, the Poplar River unit, fail on that reserva- 
tion, and know that this one will, too. It will only waste a lot of 
money needlessly. 

The only people who want this project are the ones who won’t have 
to pay for it, the saloonkeepers and some of the business people who 
will benefit by the money spent during the construction. 

Let us have a government for the people and by the people, and not 
a government run by bureaus, and especially the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mrs. Morse. That was a very short and 
concise statement, and to the point. I am sure no one can misunder- 
stand that statement. I think you are to be complimented for your 
straightforwardness. 

Mrs. Morsr. That is the way I talk. 

I want to add that my husband is really responsible for the good 
production that we have on that farm. Mr. Youpee said that he 
averaged 18 bushels. Well, we have had as little as 3 inches of rain, 
and we have had 20 bushels of wheat. 

Of course, we are raising too much wheat; I admit that. But it 
proves what we can do with dry-land methods. 

Mr. Jensen. But, you know these people who worry about having 
a reserve of food, feed and fodder, should take the trip that I did 
this last fall, into the old world, like Turkey, Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, 
Israel, Pakistan, India, and they would be down on their knees every 
night thanking God for ane kind to us, to give us all these fine 
crops, and blessing us to no end. 

I am about to get to the end of my patience with these people that 
wr because we have some food in the pantry, and some feed in the 
crib. 

Mrs. Morse. May I add that we don’t farm big. We are just small 
farmers. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres do you have? 

Mrs. Morsr. We own 640 acres. And that canal would cut our 
farm to pieces. We couldn’t continue, even if we didn’t take the 
water. You can’t be jumping ditches with that machinery. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mrs. Morse. 

Mrs. Thank you. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. The next witness will be Mr. Melvin L. Engles, chair- 
man of the Landowners Protective Association. 

Weare glad to have you, Mr. Engles. 

Mr. Enates. Mr. Chairman, my name is Melvin Engles. I am a 
farmer at Poplar, Mo., and I speak today as chairman of the Land- 
owners Protective Association. 
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Our group, the Landowners Protective Association, is made up of 
owners of farmland in Roosevelt and McCone Counties in Montana, 
which would be affected by the proposed Missouri diversion dam 
reclamation project. We are unalterably opposed to this, or any 
other high-cost proposal to irrigate our farms. 

There has been considerable confusion concerning the plans and 
proposals for the Missouri diversion dam. Most of this confusion 
can be traced, I believe, to the proponents and to the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Their statements have changed nearly every time they 
have appeared before committees of Congress. 

First, there was the plan to irrigate 1 million acres of Montana 
and of North Dakota. Approximately 18 months ago this idea was 
modified to reduce the project to what is now known as the Missouri 
diversion dam project, which would irrigate 100,000 acres of 3 Mon- 
tana counties and would include a power installation costing approxi- 
mately $8 million, and provide 18,000 kilowatts of power. 

Between the time testimony was given before the House committee 
in 1953, and the time testimony was taken by the Senate committee 
in the same year, the plan was altered to exclude the power project. 

Just a few days ago, I learned somewhat accidentally that the justi- 
fication on the basis of irrigation is to be played down and the power 
project will be reinstated. 

Another point of confusion has been the support claimed for the 
project. Although we dry farmers have consistently opposed the 
plan, Bureau spokesmen have adopted the attitude that if the project 
were built, the farmers would sign up for the water. In spite of the 
advice of Members of Congress, very little effort has been made to 
po say irrigation districts. This seems to indicate that they have 
taken a totalitarian, bureaucratic attitude that they knew best what 
was good for the people. 

We have no way of knowing what case will be presented this year 
_ justification for this project, but we can analyze the case presented 
ast year. 

ee the Senate hearings of May 15, 1953, I have taken a list of 
117 testimonials presented by the proponents of the project. I would 
like to insert a memorandum in the record, analyzing these testi- 
monials and also a chart that goes with that. [Note: The chart was 
filed with the committee.] 

(The testimonials referred to follow :) 


ANALYSIS OF TESTIMONY PRESENTED BY PROPONENTS OF THE PROJECT; HEARINGS 
BerorE THE INTERIOR DEPARTMENT SUBCOMMITTEE, SENATE APPROPRIATIONS 
COMMITTEE; PaGEs 1682-1688; May 15, 1953 


MEMORANDUM 


From : Landowners Protective Association of Northeast Montana. 
Subject: The Missouri diversion dam reclamation project. 


I. CLASSIFICATION OF 117 TESTIMONIALS 


Of the 117 testimonials presented by proponents of the Missouri diversion dam 
reclamation project, only 70 reside in the area affected: 


Testimonials from residents within the area 
Testimonials from nonresidents Pearse 


Total number of testimonials 
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Il, ANALYSIS OF 70 TESTIMONIALS OF CLAIMED RESIDENT PROPONENTS 


Of the 70 residents within the area who submitted testimonials for the project, 
only 40 could be considered to represent the landowners within the project. 


Claimed proponents who own no land under the project 
Claimed proponents who own land 


Total testimonials by residents 


Ill. ANALYSIS OF TESTIMONIALS BY 40 LANDOWNERS 


Since these testimonials were filed with Congress in 1953, discussion of the 
project by residents of the area has resulted in a wider understanding of the 
issues and of the costs involved. This new understanding of the project has 
resulted in changes of attitude among those persons originally claimed as pro- 
ponents as can be seen in the following analysis made January 15, 1954. 


Landowners known to favor the project_ 

Landowners claimed as proponents who state they are undecided 

Landowners claimed as proponents who have signed sworn petitions of 
opposition to the project_ 


Total landowners claimed as proponents 40 


I. Claimed proponents who own no land in affected area (30) 


Albert and Eva Smith Fred Traeger 
Milton Siljenberg Buck Ryder 
Buddy Smith Ted Wicks 

Ben Iwen Mr. Smithstead 


Lions Club of Wolf Point 
Chamber of Commerce of Wolf Point 
City of Wolf Point, Mont. 
Wolf Point Women’s Club 
Wolf Point Charro Club 
Continental Land Co. 

John Stensland 

Robert Dumont? 

Mr. and Mrs, Fred Falster * 
Cc. R, Casterline 

Clarence Lodmell 


Leonard Sorby 
William Kao 

Gus Knapp 

Cc. J. Samuelson 
Clarence Steffen 
J. M. Nass 

Kip Hinton 

Harry Rodenberg, Jr. 
Theodore Rounds 
H. H. Brown 
Mark Blankenship 


II. Olaimed proponents who own land under project (20) 
George and Geraldine Shanks (partial heirs of the Luke Jeldon estate. Two- 


thirds of the heirs oppose project) 


O. C. Johnson (owns small farm on Fort Charles section but has not farmed 
in 25 years. Owner, Federal Clothing Co., Wolf Point) 

Fred Frerich (Joe Frerich, brother and partner of red, is listed undecided) 

Richard Frerich (son and partner of Fred) 

Rathert & Schrieber (Ford dealers, Wolf Point) 

Cc. L. Smith (president, Trader’s State Bank, Poplar. Majority of bank officers 


oppose project on bank-owned land) 


Bruce Randall (highway engineer for 25 years. Has 1% interest in 160 acres on 


south side) 


Peder Moe & Sons (owns garage, farm implement agency and motels) 


Bert Johnson (mail carrier) 


Alvin Lein (general merchandise store) 


George Clemow 
Andred Wigerman 
A. V. Appelgren (banker) 


Murel Purdy (has motel in Wolf Point) 


Mrs. M. A. Kurts (Mrs. Kurts is courthouse janitor) 


Jess Sillerud 


Oliver Lein (manager, general merchandise store) 


10Owns or operates allotted Indian lands. Not deeded owner outside Indian tribal 


council. 


|| 
J 
70 
J 
20 
3 
17 | 
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William Kroll (farm implement agency) 

James M. Reed 

John Balder (states he will not actively support or oppose, but would prefer 
no project) : 


III. Claimed proponents who are landowners but who now state that they are 
undecided (3) 


Joe Camrud Wayne Shrader 
Harry Johnston 


IV. Claimed proponents who are landowners and who have signed sworn petitions 
of opposition to the project (17) 


Everett Davis Leo Combs 
I. L. Ramsted Walter Bridges 
Effie Toll Herman Grotte 
c, A. Jundeen Jim Twitchell * 
Kenneth Holen Willard Ruggles 
Charles How Earl Parks 
Earl Lackman William Hagedone 
Dugal Hagedone, Sr. A, E. Kelsey 
Dugal Hagedone, Jr. 
Mr. Enetes. Now, this chart shows 117 petitioners wanting the 
roject; 70 of them lived in the area; 47 had no investment at all 
in the project. Out of 70, 40 of them were farmers; 30 were non- 
landowners. Out of the 40 farmers, 20 of them are still in favor, 
3 are undecided, and 17 have signed the petition of opposition. And 
I have those petitions here, Mr, Chairman. 
So, in total, out of the 117 testimonials, statements, and other 
information that came before the committees of Congress, only 20 
of the 117 can be justified now as being for the project. 


The Missouri-Souris diversion dam project has been in the wes 
since 1946. The most recent estimated cost of the project, whic 
we can obtain, is $54,500,000, or ty $545 acre. 


The majority of the land under the project is so-called benchland, 
which has for years been farmed for the purpose of raising dryland 
wheat. A very small portion of the project lies adjacent to the 
Missouri River and scl be considered bottomlands. These bench- 
lands are of a rolling nature and the topsoil thereon is only from 
6 to 12 inches in depth. Any subjugation of this land would cause 
the topsoil to be removed from a great portion and thus leave the 
land in such a condition that a great amount of fertilizer would be 
required before it would produce anything. 

Our group has consistently protested to the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion that the people in the affected area were strenuously opposed 
to the project. We have written letters to the Secretary of the 
Interior, Douglas McKay, and also to the Chief of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, Mr. Dexheimer. Our replies from Mr. McKay have 
stated that the area office in Billings, Mont., had met with the groups 
who were opposing the project and that to his knowledge our dis- 
satisfaction with the project had been straightened out. 

On May 4, 1953, our organization invited the area director, Mr. 
Kenneth F. Vernon, of Billings, Mont., to meet with our group. 
Accompanying him at this meeting were Mr. Bruce Johnson, regional 
director, of Bismarck; Mr. F. A. Ashbury, project manager, of Wolf 


? Twitchell is 1 of 2 who have resigned from the 3-man board of directors of the N BAR 
N irrigation district. 
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Point, and Mr. Beilfiele, the attorney for the Bureau of Reclamation, 
at the Billings office. 

At this public meeting, which was attended by approximately 125 
affected farmers, Mr. Vernon publicly stated that he was surprised 
at the opposition to the project. I then asked him, in the face of 
all of this opposition, if the Bureau of Reclamation would still 
persist in trying to develop this project and shove it down the people’s 
throats. Mr. Vernon stated that the Bureau of Reclamation had 
never shoved any project down anyone’s throat, and he recommended 
that committee of 3 be appointed by the opponents and a com- 
mittee of 3 be appointed by the proponents, these committees to 
go over the petitions of the opposition and determine whether sufli- 
cient people wanted the project, so that irrigation districts could 
be formed. 

I asked Mr. Vernon if he would care to go over the petitions that 
evening, or the first thing in the morning. He stated that he was 
very busy, that he had to fly to another meeting, and would leave the 
entire matter of getting the committees together to Mr. Asbury, 
project manager of Wolf Point, Mont. 

Shortly thereafter, Mr. Asbury and T agreed to call this meetin 
during the week of May 18, 1953. A few days prior to May 18 
visited the office of Mr. Ashbury to complete the plans for the meeting 
of the committees to compare the petitions. At that time, Mr. Asbury 
was absent from his office and the office was left solely in charge of 
Mr. Swanson. Mr. Swanson then informed me that the meeting 
could not be held during the week of May 18 because Mr. Bruce John- 
son of Bismarck, Regional director, wanted to be present when the 
petitions were compared. I was also informed that Mr. Johnson 
could not meet with us until June 28, 1953. Although Mr. Johnson 
has been in and out of Wolf Point on several occasions, he has never 

uested the comparison of the petitions, as Mr. Vernon asked for. 
Tad this been done, the argument regarding this project could have 
been settled once and for all. It is very evident now to us, that in 
spite of the statement made by Mr. Vernon, that the Bureau of Recla- 
ares is trying to shove this unwanted project down the farmers’ 
throats. 
' We feel that the actions of the Bureau officials in the area have 
done much to cause the confusion that exists today. Much has been 
said by the Bureau about the Indian people who have allotments under 
the project. Petitions have been circulated by both sides, and as of 
today we believe that the petitions these people have signed are not 
a true picture of the people affected. 

The tribal council, on January 18, passed a resolution condemning 
the construction of the project, by a vote of 5to2. 

_ I have a letter here from the chairman of the tribal council, Mr. 


Austin Buckles, dated February 11, 1954: 


Mr. ENGLES: In reply to your telegram of February 3, you are advised 
‘that on January 18, the executive board voted 5 to 2 to oppose the Missouri- 
Souris project and instructed our attorney to insist, if it was built at all, that 
it be built on some site outside the reservation. _ _ 

Sincerely yours, 


‘AUSTIN BUCKLES, 
Fort Peck Tribal Chairman. 
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Now, the proponents of this project are men who derive a large 
part of their livelihood from other businesses, rather than farming. 
It is true that several of them own land under the project. The 
members of our organization are bona fide on-the-land farmers, people 
who have farmed this land for many years, many of whom in the near 
future are ea on retiring and turning their farms over to their 
children. They have made a success of farming in this area. They 
have attained a very high standard and are happy as they are. 

The people on the south side of the river, namely, the N Bar N, 
Wapiti, and Fort Charles area, are in opposition to the construction 
of this project. In the small area that is going to be served by the 
south side canal, 19 private pumping plants are in operation. This 
area consists mainly of hayland and is used to stabilize their cattle 
industry. This portion of the project lays along the edge of the hills 
and slopes toward the Missouri River. Many acres of this hayland 
have been diked and flood irrigation in the spring is utilized on large 
portions of the area. 

The Bureau of Reclamation formed one district in the N Bar N area 
im 1948 for a pumping plant, and has failed to form other districts 
on any _ of the remainder of the project. If the people in the area 
are willing to accept this project, why haven’t additional irrigation 
districts been formed ? 

We feel that this evidence alone of the reluctance of the farmers to 
subscribe to the project should be sufficient to prove that the people do 
not want it. With the national debt approaching its legal limit and 
in view of the fact that on each occasion the proponents have given 
nothing but excuses for not forming the required districts, we feel that 
in the best interest of the people concerned, this project should be 
killed once and for all. 

Now, I have a graph here, Mr. Chairman, that shows our wheat 
vields and average rainfall. 

(The chart referred to was filed with the committee.) 

This record of rainfall starts in 1922, and carries up to 1951. 

You will note that in this period, that is the drought years—— 

Mr. Jensen. That is the early thirties? 

Mr. Enotes. Yes; the early thirties. 

But you will notice that the moisture line is not a great deal higher 
in this period of 1945, along in there, than it was in here [indicating], 
possibly an inch. Yet, our crop was profitable. 

The yellow portion shows the crop that has paid even, where we 
haven’t lost any money. The red portion is the crop failures. 

Now, with just a little variation along this line, from this part to 
here [indicating] you can see that we have et a great deal 
more wheat with not a great deal more rainfall. 

The Soil Conservation Service and the Department of Agriculture 
have ‘taught the people in that area how to farm. They are con- 
vinced that summer fallow is the correct way to farm dry land. The 
area that is included in this project is 90 percent dryland farms, and 
they are farmed on a summer fallow basis. 

Now, we have another chart here, Mr. Chairman, that will show 
the comparative man-hour costs in raising wheat on irrigated farms 
and on dryland farms. ‘These figures came from the Department of 
Agriculture. 

(The chart referred to was filed with the committee.) 
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Mr. Eneues. On dryland farming, it takes one man 2.44 hours to 
raise 13.65 bushels of wheat. 

On irrigated land, it takes one man 18.7 hours to raise 20.7 bushels 
of wheat. Therefore, we state that trying to take an irrigation project 
and put it in a territory where we cannot raise expensive crops, row 
crops, the crops would have to be confined either to wheat or hay. 
That would be working a hardship on the people, and the project 
would eventually fall by its own weight. 

Now, we have a map, Mr. Chairman, that shows the project as it is, 
as of now. 

The red shows the deeded landowners, who have signed in 
opposition. 

e blue and white stripes show the proponents. 

The green are the Indian lands, and the Federal, State, and local 
government land is designated by white. That includes the sub- 
— land that was purchased under the Jones-Bankhead Act, in 
the thirties, and was declared submarginal. 

The area right north of Poplar has 43 producing oil wells. This is 
the old defunct Poplar River project, which was abandoned by the 
Government years ago, because, they say, of lack of support by the 
people concerned. 

I want to call your attention, if I may, to the south side of the 
river, where the Bureau of Reclamation is now trying to justify the 
building of this dam. 

The red area on the map there is the Wapiti unit; the N Bar N, 
from here [indicating] to the end. The large blue portion is one 
— operation, which is owned by Rathert & Schreiber at Wolf 

oint. 

The first plan called for a pump to come out below the dam and 
satisfy this area. There are four lifts that will have to lift this water 
over 200 feet, from the level of the canals, to get it up to the bench. 

You will hear a lot of testimony tomorrow that we do not represent 
or have the names of the majority of the signed petitioners. But you 
will remember, Mr. Chairman, a year ago I was here and I stated 
before this same committee that I had 60 percent of the landowners 
that owned more than 60 percent of the land. At that time our op- 
position was strictly in the benchland. 

I took the Bureau of Reclamation’s word that the ae on the 
south side wanted it. We never went into their area at all. 

Since that time, I find that these people are even more in opposition 
to it than they are north of the river [indicating on map] ; that there 
are more opponents over here. These people are strictly cattle men. 
The land slopes down toward the river. The river is lined with woods 
and timber, and they winter their cattle on hay and graze them in the 
hills to the south in the summertime. 

This map was taken from a land classification map, from the Bu- 
reau, and every tract of land has been abstracted and put on the map, 
showing the owner. ; 

The Bureau says there are 181 landowners under that. project. We 
have 147 signed petitions in to the project. 

The proponents may have been deeding a forty to each child, cut- 
ting up their deeds, and so forth—but our peop e haven’t done this. 
These abstracts that we have are signed as deeds and recorded in the 
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courthouse. By splitting up their holdings, it would be possible to get 
a bigger amount of voters under the project. 

There is one thing I want to stress: This red-colored area on the 
map—— 

Mr. Jensen. You mean the orange-colored area? 

Mr. Enougs. Yes; that is right. That area is owned by Mr. Al 
Werner, who is present at this meeting, and his brother. They own 
farms in this area. Their total holdings along this Missouri River 
bottom is 4,500 acres. The Bureau Of Rachaibintion! found out they 
were opposed to the project, so they gerrymandered around them in 
such a way to leave them out. In the last 2 weeks they have beaten 
a path to their door every day 

Mir. JensEN. Who are these folks? 

Mr. Eneuers. The men from the Reclamation Bureau, from Denver. 
Mr. Ashbury, from Wolf Point; Mr. Johnson, from Bismarck. And 
they tried to make him some kind of a deal to justify a district before 
their appearance here tomorrow. 

Mr. Jensen. Is Mr. Warner here? 

Mr. Eneues. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Warner, do you agree with the statement Mr. 
Engles is making? 

Mr. Warner. T do. 

Mr. Enotes. Mr. Warner will file a statement, showing the cost of 
his own diesel pumping project. 

Now, much has been said by the Bureau in regard to this project, 
the necessity for it, and Mr. Vernon has consistently stated that this 
project was the key project in the Missouri River Basin. Mr. Chair- 


man, I think it is a place to hide the key. The insistence that they 
have to build this dam and put in this project, I believe is told in 
these deeds. 

(Memorandum, with list of landowners opposed to diversion dam, 
follows:) 


GROWING LANDOWNER OPPOSITION TO THE PROJECT INDICATES THE IMPROBABILITY 
TuHatT IRBIGATION Districts CAN BE ORGANIZED 


MEMORANDUM 


From: Landowners Protective Association, Northeast Montana. 
Subject: The Missouri-Diversion Dam Reclamation Project. 


I. ANALYSIS OF LANDOWNER SENTIMENT NORTH OF RIVER 


Opposition to the diversion dam originally centered in the area north of the 
river, from Wolf Point eastward, including the Chelsea Bench area, the Poplar 
River area, and the Brockton area, where lands total approximately 92,800 
acres. This is the major portion of the proposed 100,000-acre project. 

Of the total 152 needed (non-Indian allotment) landowners in this area north 
of the river, from Chelsea Bench and eastward, 110 landowners have signed 
sworn petitions in opposition to the diversion-dam project: 


Known proponents for the project. 
Landowners who have signed in opposition 110 
Landowners not signed 


Total landowners, north-side 


42590—54—pt. 2——-48 
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Il. ANALYSIS OF LANDOWNERS’ SENTIMENT SOUTH OF RIVER 


Support for the diversion-dam project, particularly the claimed landowner 
support, has centered in the area south of the river which includes only 7,200 
acres of the total 100,000-acre project. 

One irrigation district was formed, south of the river, in the 2,400-acre N Bar 
N area. Since that time, 2 of the 3-man board of directors of this irrigation 
district have resigned and have signed sworn petitions in opposition. The third 
director has stated that he will neither support nor oppose the project, but 
would prefer no project since he has already invested in sprinkler equipment. 

Attached is a list of more than 50 percent of the landowners, representing 
more than 50 percent of the acreage, who have signed sworn statements in oppo- 
sition to the diversion dam. 


I. Landowner opposition, north of river 


Henry Anderson, Froid, Mont. 
Martin Anderson, Froid, Mont. 
Doris Anderson, Froid, Mont. 
Ruby Anderson, Froid, Mont. 

W. R. Atkinson, Estate, Poplar, Mont. 
Ole Bakken, Froid, Mont. 

Freda Beazley, Wolf Point, Mont. 
Laurentia Budak, Poplar, Mont. 
Walter Bridges, Poplar, Mont. 
Car! Beiri, Poplar, Mont. 

Alvina Coats, Froid, Mont. 

Leo Combs, Poplar, Mont. 

Violet Cole, Poplar, Mont, 

John Danielson, Froid, Mont. 
Arvid Dahlberg, Brockton, Mont. 
Henry Dethman, Brockton, Mont. 
James Dethman, Brockton, Mont. 
Peter Dethman, Brockton, Mont. 
Chauncey Davidson, Froid, Mont. 
Charles Dolezilek, Poplar, Mont. 
John Dethman, Brockton, Mont. 
W. L. Engles, Poplar, Mont. 
Maureen Engles, Poplar, Mont. 
Violet Forsythe, Bainville, Mont. 
Alex Forsythe, Bainville, Mont. 
Louie Fredrick, Poplar, Mont. 
Martin Gronlie, Homestead, Mont. 
Reuben Gronlie, Homestead, Mont. 
Josephine Grainger, Poplar, Mont. 
Adolph Hible, Poplar, Mont. 
James Helmer, Poplar, Mont. 

A. K. Holen, Poplar, Mont. 
Kenneth Holen, Poplar, Mont. 
Melba A. Hall, Sidney, Mont. 
Mary Hagadone, Poplar, Mont. 
Dugold Hagadone, Poplar, Mont. 
Thorvald Hagadone, Poplar, Mont. 
Helen Hagadone, Poplar, Mont. 
Wm. Hagadone, Poplar, Mont. 
Ruby Hagadone, Poplar, Mont. 
Nancy Hagadone, Poplar, Mont. 
Roy Hansen, Fort Charles, Mont. 
John Johnson, Froid, Mont. 

Vital Jaumotte, Bainville, Mont 
Jacob Jacobson, Washington, D. C. 
Edwin Jacobson, Washington, D. C. 
Vernon C. Johnson, Froid, Mont, 
Julie Jaumotte, Bainville, Mont. 
Victor Jaumotte, Bainville, Mont. 
H. F. Johnson, Poplar, Mont. 
William Johnson, Poplar, Mont. 
A. E. Kelsey, Poplar, Mont. 
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T. W. Lawson, Poplar, Mont. 

Earl Lockman, Poplar, Mont. 

G. A. Lundeen, Poplar, Mont. 
Wilbur Lockman, Poplar, Mont, 
Leona McNeil, Froid, Mont. 
Thomas Murray, Homestead, Mont. 
Francis Murray, Homestead, Mont. 
Alfred Murray, Homestead, Mont. 
M. Murray, Homestead, Mont. 
Agnes McDaniel, Froid, Mont. 
Arthur Murray, Froid, Mont. 
Agnes Mclllwaine, Brockton, Mont. 
Zelma Martin, Marysville, Wash. 
Emily Morse, Poplar, Mont. 

George Morse, Poplar, Mont. 
Nellie McDonald, Poplar, Mont. 
Oscar Monson, Poplar, Mont. 
Frank Mattlin, Brockton, Mont. 
Ruth Mattlin, Brockton, Mont. 
James O’Connor, Poplar, Mont. 
Lawrence O’Connor, Poplar, Mont, 
Charles Prior, Poplar, Mont. 

FE. Marian Patch, Poplar, Mont. 

R. E. Patch, Poplar, Mont. 

Earl Parks, Poplar, Mont. 
Elizabeth Rynan, Froid, Mont. 
Arthur Ryder, Froid, Mont. 
Willard Ruggles, Wolf Point, Mont. 
I. L. Ramstad, Poplar, Mont. 
Charles Roller, Poplar, Mont. 
Vince Roller, Poplar, Mont. 

Tom Reid, Poplar, Mont. 

L. Shieffert, Poplar, Mont. 

H. 8. Shieffert, Poplar, Mont. 
Gerald Stevens, Poplar, Mont. 

©. Skillingberg, Froid, Mont. 

H. Skillingberg, Froid, Mont. 
Sechnitzler Corp., Froid, Mont. 
Grace Sundheim, Froid, Mont. 
Arthur Swanson, Froid, Mont. 
Merlane Sundheim, Brockton, Mont. 
David Smith, Poplar, Mont. 

Frank Spindler, Poplar, Mont. 
Clarice B. Smith, Poplar, Mont. 
Milo Stangland (Gus Snider Estate), Brockton, Mont. 
Grant O. Smith, Helena, Mont. 
Theo Thompson, Froid, Mont. 
Orwig Teigen, Homestead, Mont. 
Theresa D. Thompson, Phoenix, Ariz. 
Effie Toll, Poplar, Mont. 

Wayne Webster, Froid, Mont. 
Regina Wessner, Homestead, Mont. 
Geo. Wessner, Homestead, Mont. 
W. B. Walker, Spokane, Wash. 
Clarence Wilke, Poplar, Mont. 

Roy White, Phoenix, Ariz. 

Ira Yoder, Culbertson, Mont. 

Allen Zimmerman, Poplar, Mont. 
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IIT. Landowners, south of the river 
WAPITA AREA, 2,310 ACRES 


. 


James B. Terry 

A. T. Allen 

Roy Cusker 

Ray Cusker 
Rupert C. Durham 
Frank Cusker 
Myra Cusker 
Henry Cusker 
Elmer Peipal 
Joseph E. Peipal 


Opposed—Continued 
George H. Maloy 
Raymond J. Kelberer 
Herman and Eva Grotte 
Proponents : 
Wilbur G. Eggebrecht 
Cora Wilson 
Opponents 
Proponents_ 


Landowners 


N BAR N AREA, 2,400 ACRES 


Opposed : 
Loretta Dunn 
Oscar Gribble? 
George Bartch 
Leo McNabb 
Hyram Peters 
William Twitchell 
Mary M. Twitchell 
Emory Lee Blevins 
James A. Slaughter 
Amos Houseal 
Osear W. Loomer 

Proponents: 
C. J. Straub 
Blanche I, Walton 


Proponents—Continued 
John E. Walton 
King Walton 
Jesse Walton 
Edmund Walton 
Francis Raethert and Blida Schrei- 


ber 
G. W. Raethert and W. E. Schreiber 
H. L. Delaney 
Lionel B. Gordon 
Daisy Countryman 


Opponents 
Proponents 


Landowners 


FORT CHARLES AREA, 2,000 ACRES 


Louis H. Reed 

Peter Berg 

Emmett J. and Lily Bixby 

Charles E. Howe 

Roland Hansen 

Wilhem and Marie Maier 

Hans J. Hansen 

Sylvester and Agatha Dwyer 

Clyta M. Dillon 

Everett and Catherine Davis 

Einar Kolden 

Lula M., Waldemar J., and Violet 
D. Carlson 

Proponents: 

Isla Sillerud 

Minnie Butzlaff 

Max Belcher 

Merle Purdy 

A. V. Appelgren 

Joseph Maier 


Proponents—Continued 
Oline Listerud 
Thor Stille 
Oline Lund 
William M. Randall 
Elizabeth Randall 
Albert Eggum 
W. A. Kurtz 
Clara BE. Peterson 
Andrew F. Wiegersma 
George Clemow 

Neutral: 

James J. Kelly 
Robert J. Balder 

Opponents 

Proponents 

Neutral 


Landowners 
Nore.—The 12 opponents own nearly 
50 percent of the land. 


LANDOWNERS OBJECTION To IRRIGATION PROJECT 


The undersigned, being one or more of a group constituting more than 50 per- 
cent in number of the holders of title or evidence of title to lands situated in 
Roosevelt and Sheridan County, Mont., and in the territory which is or may be 
included in the plans of the United States Reclamation Bureau for irrigation 
under the Missouri diversion unit of the Missouri-Souris division, Missouri River 
Basin project, do hereby represent as follows: 


1 Former director of N Bar N irrigation district. 


Opposed : 
18 
2 
Opposed : 
10 
2 


1487 


I or we do hereby object to the establishment and formation of an irrigation 
district covering or including the hereinafter described lands, or any part thereof, 
for the purpose of irrigation of said lands. 


I or we do hereby refuse to cooperate, join in, or lend our support in any form 
or manner, either by the execution of a petition to the court as required under 
the provisions of the civil code of the Revised Statutes of Montana, or the execu- 
tion of any form of contract or agreement for the purpose of cooperating in any 
manner whatsoever with the United States or any agency thereof under Federal 
reclamation laws or otherwise to permit construction of irrigation works or for 
the assumption of indebtedness on account of said work on said lands or any 
part thereof. 


I or we are hereby committed to oppose the construction of said irrigation 
project and we do hereby rescind and withdraw any consent, permission, or 
authority as we may have heretofore given in any manner whatsoever, and par- 
ticularly by the execution of any petition or document of any kind or nature what- 
soever which might or could be interpreted as a commitment in favor of said 
project, the establishment and formation of an irrigation district or payment 
or repayment of cost of construction of said irrigation project. 


Iv 


I or we, as signers of this instrument state that we know that other instruments 
in the exact wording and form of this instrument are being circulated and signed 
by other holders of title or evidence of title to lands which may be included for 
irrigation under said project, and we do hereby expressly consent and state our 
intention that all said like instruments signed by resident or nonresident land 
owners within said area may be attached together to make a completed petition 
to be used, and it shall be used in any legal manner deemed most effectual to 
accomplish the aims, purposes, and intent of the said signers as hereinbefore 
expressed, 


NAME DESCRIPTION OF LAND OWNED OR CLAIMED 


Mr. Enetes. Last April, after this committee—on April 23 it was 
reported out that there was to be no dam, nor power. They are trying 
to justify the dam and justify the power. 

As you will hear tomorrow, they want to justify the power costs to 
install that into this dam because of the need for REA. The United 
States Army engineers have hired a group of engineers from Chicago 
to give a statement and specifications for lining No. 2 tunnel at Fort 
Peck, supplementing that tunnel with two 40-kilowatt generators. 


Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask your indulgence in order that I might raise 
a question concerning a new item of information. 

I would like to enter into the record at this point a copy of a letter written 
by Assistant Secretary of the Interior Aandahl to Senator Murray, in which 
certain cost figures are quoted. As you will notice, Mr. Aandahl’s letter sets 
up a cost allocation against the Little Porcupine powerplant of $19,090,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not an engineer, nor am I an expert on electric power 
rates, but this cost figure seems extremely high for a powerplant which is to 
provide for only 18,000 kilowatts. After I arrived in Washington I made in- 
quiries concerning power rates in other parts of the country, both hydroelectric 
and steam. I discovered that in 1952 private power construction had an average 
installed cost of $166 per kilowatt. The average installed cost per kilowatt for 
steamplants was $164, The average installed cost per kilowatt for hydroelectric 
plants was $182. 

Mr. Chairman, the installed cost per kilowatt of the Little Porcupine Dam, 
according to Mr. Aandahl’s figures, would be $1,006. This would seem to me to 
be an extremely high and ridiculous cost. 
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In our State the Montana Power Co. has recently completed a power installa- 
tion using gas fuel. The installed cost figure as reported is approximately $90 
per kilowatt. 

In Roosevelt County we have an oilfield, partially developed, which could fur- 
nish fuel directly to a steamplant, which could certainly produce electric power 
at a much lower cost than $1,006 per kilowatt. 

I have heard that it is proposed that the power generated at the Little Porcu- 
pine plant be sold to certain REA co-op groups in North Dakota. This long-line 
transmission cost would add still more to the price of electricity. If these farm 
co-ops really need this power, why wouldn't it be much more economical to 
harness the gas and oil of the Williston oilfield, which is in the very area of the 
REA co-ops ? 

I strongly urge, Mr. Chairman, that a thorough investigation be made into the 
cost figures of the vrowosed Little Porcupine powerplant. 

These figures came from the Edison Institute. The national aver- 
age for steam generated powerplants is $166 per kilowatt. The hy- 
droelectric is $184. 

Montana Power has one plant that they recently completed in 
Montana, which is gas-fired, for $90. , 

The Little Porcupine, according to a statement in a letter by Mr. 
Aandahl, is going to cost $19,090,000. t 

When the House pointed this out, the language said : 

These funds for continuing construction of the project are not to be used until 
the Bureau of Reclamation submits to the Secretary for consideration of con- 
struction provided for one or more pumping plants, necessary canals and dis- 
tribution systems, not to exceed 100,000 acres of land. None of the funds herein 
provided are to be expended for construction of the diversion dam or the Little 
Porcupine powerplant proposed in connection herewith. 

That was reported out of the House on April 23. 

On May 18, after the dam had been thrown out (the project was 
killed as far as constructing the dam), the Bureau purchased this piece 
of land here on the map, that is outlined in red, which has no bearing 
at all to the axis of the dam. After the House had thrown this dam 
out, they spent $157,578 to a _ of land, that, according to the 
House hearings, would never ooded. They purchased that land. 
1 believe the deeds are dated to the Bureau o lamation on Mav 
8 or 10. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that is the key to the project; that some- 
pe: has their feet in hot water and they want to cover up that land 
deal. 

Now, on this land here [referring to map of Herman and Lydia 
Nichols, they never made a deal. The so-called Farmer ranch is the 
only land they have paid for under the project other than land under 
the axis of the dam. The appraisal price was better than $95 an acre. 

Mr. Chairman, if the Bureau is going to persist in putting this down 
our throats, every one of these farmers here present will sell out their 
entire holdings at that same figure and get out, and they can have 
their project, if ag aye’ acre is the estimated value of the land. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Engles, let me interrupt you just a moment. What 
has the Bureau done with regard to installing power features in this 
dam, since the hearings last year ? ‘ 

Mr. Enotes. Very recently I received a letter from Secretary 
Aandahl, which I want to include in the record, which plays down 
the findings of the House, saying it would be mere folly not to include 
power in the dam. , 

So, now they want to bring in the justification of this power project, 
to justify the dam, because it is going to be hard to sell this committee 
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the fact that they are going to spend $11 million to irrigate 2,400 acres. 

Mr. Boner. Have they spent any construction money out there for 
power features ? 

Mr. Eneres. It is intended to be put in. They are going to put the 
facilities in to eventually install the generators. 

Mr. Bunge. I would like to have in the record at this point the fact 
that the House of Representatives concurred in the language which 
was written in the Senate report, relative to the power features in this 

roject. The Conference report was adopted in both Houses, and this 
is the pertinent language appearing at page 15 of the Senate report: 


Should the Secretary find that a diversion dam is more feasible from an engi- 
neering and operating standpoint, no power generating installations should be 
made at the dam without specific allocation of funds for that purpose by the 
Congress. 


That is the end of the quotation. 

It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman, that the Bureau has pro- 
ceeded to build structural things, such as the base for the power- 
house—— 

Mr. JenseN. They have asked for bids. They haven’t proceeded 
with the construction as yet. But they have accepted bids for con- 
struction. 


Mr. Buper. I may be mistaken, but I think some of it has already 
been done. 

Mr. Jensen. Has it, Mr. Engles? 

Mr. Enates. No. The bids were opened on February 2, at Billings. 
No construction has started, other than clearing the land where the 
dam is going to be built. 

But here is a letter from Secretary Aandahl to Senator Murray, at- 
tempting to justify the power in the dam, which I would like to include 
in the record. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


UNiTep STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., January 20, 1954. 

My Dear Senator Murray: In response to your letter of December 28, we are 
glad to provide a discussion of the financial aspects and justification for the 
Missouri diversion unit as it is now proposed. 

Our decision to include only the south side lands in the initial phase of the 
project was based upon recognition that the opposition to the project centers in the 
north side, primarily in the bench areas. Some of the north side landowners have 
expressed interest in irrigation from the project, and it is anticipated that others 
will be interested when the benefits are demonstrated by production from the 
south side lands during the first serious drought period. We do not anticipate, 
therefore, that the rather limited acreage to be served on the south side will have 
to carry the entire financial burden of the project. Our regional director at 
Billings is being informed of your inquiry in this respect, and he will be asked to 
supply more up-to-date information as to the attitude of project landowners, 
white and Indian, Upon receipt of his reply, we will write you in greater detail 
on this subject. 

The construction plans for the initial phase of the Missouri diversion unit in- 
clude the dike and overflow sections, the powerhouse foundations and canal 
headworks on the north side and south side—all to be constructed as an inte- 
grated unit under a single contract—and the canal and other facilities for 
serving the south side lands. The north side canal headworks are included as a 
measure of ultimate economy, since it appears inevitable to us that some desire 
for irrigation will develop in that area. The alternative would be a dike section 
on the north abutment which might some day have to be removed and replaced 
with canal headworks. The limited savings now possible by such a substitution 
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would be false economy under these conditions. It is expected that a powerplant 
will be built to take advantage of the head and volume of water available. In 
fact, the cost justification for the unit is largely dependent upon revenues from 
power, as demonstrated in this analysis: 


Little Porcupine site with power and south side irrigation 


Cost allocation : 
Irrigation (single-purpose works) $2, 481, 000 
Power (power facilities and dam) 19, 090, 000 


Total construction cost . 21, 571, 000 


Repayable investment : 
Irrigation (single-purpose works) 2, 481, 000 
Non-interest-bearing investment for irrigation pumping power_. 4, 772, 000 


Total interest-free investment_ 7, 253, 000 
Interest-bearing power investment 14, 318, 000 
Interest on commercial power investment (3 percent—50 years)-_-- 18, 482, 000 


Total repayable 85, 053, 000 


Repayment (after covering OM&R) 32, 550, 000 
Net power revenues, 50 years_ 360, 000 


Net irrigation revenues, 40 years 32, 910, 000 


Balance from other Missouri Basin revenues 2, 148, 000 


Upon receipt of additional data from our regional director in connection with 
the attitude of the north side landowners and comments on other matters raised 
in your letter, we will write you again. 

Sincerely yours, 


Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Bunaer. It seems to me the signing of the contracts would be 
in direct contravention of the language contained in the conference 
report. 

r. Jensen. No. They haven’t signed the contracts yet. 

I may say right here that when the Bureau was before the commit- 
tee recently and this matter was discussed at some length, I requested 
that they not let this contract until the committee had had an oppor- 
tunity to go into the matter further, as we are doing today, for in- 
stance, and could learn more about it. I was not satisfied that all was 
clear on this whole matter. I felt the committee had not had suffi- 
cient information up to this time to justify the committee taking 
further steps in this matter, until we did have more information. 

So, I made that request, and I hope the Bureau will honor that. 

I wanted to inform you folks of that matter, so that you will know 
that this committee proposes, as we always have done, to learn all the 
facts which pertain to any project, before we take final action. 

Mr. Enates. I believe that I am about through now, Mr. Chairman. 

I just want to bring this out: There was a brief that was written by 
Mr. Vernon, and sent to Senator Mansfield last July. Senator Mans- 
field had inquired as to the project. And I would just like to read the 
part of it that has to deal with certain sections of the project, that 
out of their own statement it is very evident that they didn’t even 
know in July that they could get a district: © 


No. 1 indicates the N Bar N area which can be served by canal diverting from 
the south end of the diversion dam and continuing eastward to serve areas as 
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far east as the Wolf Point Bridge. An irrigation district covering this area has 
been organized and is ready to consider a contract as soon as a contract approved 
as to form is presented to them. The attitude of the owners in this area has 
always been favorable. There is a feeling that we have delayed too long in 
getting construction underway, and there is some apprehension as to what the 
costs will amount to. We believe that when presented for their consideration, 
the provisions of the contract will be generally acceptable to these owners. 


Mr. Buper. Who is Mr. Vernon? 

Mr. Eneuzs. He is the former area director at Billings. He has 
been replaced by Mr. Clinton now, I understand. 

Then, it goes on, indicating No. 2, the next area on the south side: 


No. 2 indicates a small bottomland area containing four farms. The owners 
of these farms favor irrigation but have not identified themselves as proponents. 
They are doing some irrigating by individual pumping from the river. They 
are apprehensive in regard to costs.. We feel sure that they will gladly solicit 
delivery from the gravity system whenever it is constructed. 

No. 3, the Wapiti area, embraces a hard core of opposition. These opponents 
are largely of one family which has comparatively large ownerships. Their 
stated reason for objecting is founded on fear of the 160-acre law, fear of high 
costs and fear that their land may be saddled with an encumbrance. A few of 
the neighbors, small owners for the most part, favor development of irrigation. 
In common with a third group that is inclined to be neutral, these people do not 
wish to actively oppose their neighbors. We are confident that all of these 
lands will eventually come into the irrigation district. 

No. 4, the Fort Charles area, includes the former Sand Creek area. The 
Bureau has been in constant and close touch with the landowners in this area. 
The majority favor the development of the project. A recent canvass reveals 
their willingness to form an irrigation district when we can assure them that 
the project will be built. A few owners with riverside pumping sites have indi- 
cated they would like to stay out of the district and continue their private 
irrigation efforts. 


Mr. Chairman, when I went into the south side I found out that the 


—_ on the south side didn’t want this project. I contacted many 
of those people and they immediately joined our group. 

Mr. Bupee. Could I ask one question: Mr. Engles, I am rather in- 
trigued by the name of your association here, the Landowners Pro- 
tective Association. Just what are you protecting the land against? 

Mr. Eneues. This association is formed of on-the-land farmers. 
The members of our association are people that own land that is af- 
fected by this project. We are trying to protect it from being ground 
down - the iron heel of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Boner. That is all. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you all for your statements today. 

(Additional statements, filed for the record, follow :) 


Popuar, Mont., February 8, 1954. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

The following is an unsolicited statement in regard to the proposed construction 
of the Missouri River Diversion Dam west of Frazer, Mont. 

First, I would like to mention that I am a member of the Fort Peck Indian 
Tribe and have been employed by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Indian 
Irrigation Service, also, I have been chairman of the Assiniboine-Sioux Council, 
serving 6 years in that capacity. At present, I have been retired from the United 
States Civil Service after serving more than 30 years. 

During my employment by the Irrigation Services some 13 years, I served as 
ditchrider, in which capacity my work included construction, operation and main- 
tenance and the delivery and preparation of fields for irrigation. Without excep- 
tion, all fields required much work and because of the high cost to prepare the 
ground, only a small acreage was irrigated in each field which required from 3 to 5 
times as much water including time and labor. Needless to say, this project was 
doomed to failure not only because for lack of preparation but the high cost in- 
volved to operate the farm properly as an irrigated unit. 
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It appears that in planning the Missouri diversion project above, too little con- 
sideration has been given the acreage cost and the smaller details which the suc- 
cess of operating an irrigated farm. Furthermore, those who are directly involved 
and who must pay the cost of the project should be given every consideration, and 
not those who are the sole benefactors of the construction funds of the project. 

As chairman of the Indian Council, the subject of irrigation was discussed many 
times. We allotted 40 acres for irrigation purposes along the Missouri River and 
other streams. We believe this land can be irrigated in economical units such as 
those now operated by the many white farmers along these streams and not be 
burdened by the cost of a multimillion project. I would urge anyone interested in 
developing these lands under the above proposed project to visit and discuss 
irrigation with the farmers and their irrigation setups. I believe the proposed 
100,000 acres under the Missouri diversion project would disappear. 

CHARLES Eper, 
Fort Peck Reservation, Montana. 


STATEMENT OF ARVID DAHLBERG 


I have farmed in the area of the proposed Missouri-Souris project for 28 
years. I own and operate 720 acres of nonirrigated land. I do not wish to 
change to irrigation-type farming. My return from my land under modern 
methods is ample. I do not want to discard hard-earned farming practices, 
abandon my equipment and farming methods, change my way of life and learn 
to be an irrigated farmer under a project with what I would consider impossible 
conditions. 

I feel the increased production would definitely not be warranted by the 
increased cost of repayment and operation under irrigation. Rather it would 
create an impossible situation from a financial-return standpoint. I and my 
neighbors not only refuse to accept this planned project, but we will fight to 
the last against giving up our farms. I feel if the plan is not good for the 
individual farmer, it is not good for the Nation, as a whole. 


STaTeMENT By T. W. LAwson 


The proponents of this project are circulating a statement to the effect that 
the opponents consist of large operators in the farming game. We think this 
statement should be clarified. _ 

The type of farming operation which has developed in our particular section 
out of necessity has worked into a unit consisting of 700 to 900 acres. In 
other sections of this country this truly would seem a large operation, but 
such is not the case. A new operator having a smaller acreage than that 
stated above is fast acquiring more acreage in order to make his unit eco- 
nomically successful. Most of the opponents have exactly this size farm— 
700 to 900 acres. Thus, we establish the fact that we in attendance here at 
this meeting represent normal-sized farms in our section of the country. 

These same farmers have been accused indirectly as abusing the Indian 
lands and securing these lands at a cheap rate of lease. This is not true. For 
example, the Indian. Bureau at Fort Peck Indian Reservation has established 
2 types of leases; 1 consists of a $2 per acre per year cash rental lease, and 
the second is a one-fourth crop share rental lease. Mr. Engles presents: the 
attached illustration which represents the. usual one-fourth. crop share rental 
lease. This illustration definitely shows the owners of these lands receiving 
a very substantial income each year.. The cash rental of $2 per acre or more, 
as established by the Indian Bureau, speaks for itself. Using the adopted 
methods of tillage which we are now applying in our section of the State of 
Montana definitely improves these same lands instead of abusing, them. 

How could this Missouri Diversion Dam irrigation project improve this 
economy or even match it? 

The proponents of this project intend, so they say, to create a family-sized 
farm, thus increasing the population and stabilizing the economy of this section 
of the country—a requisite of the future—they contend. 

Using the Reclamation Bureau’s own statement, as a result of survey and 
research, only a hay crop can be produced successfuly and economically in our 
climate with an average of 126 frost-free days, and a production average of 1 ton 
of hay per acre per year. Can you visualize an increase of population in a 


1493 


country consisting of cattle ranchers? Any number of families located on the 
jower Yellowstone irrigation project, which is near the location of this project of 
which we speak, will at any time gladly sell their small farms on this Yellow- 
stone project. It is to be noted that they are gradually moving to the dryland 
farming out of necessity. These may be “family sized farms,” but we, of eastern 
Montana, know them as “poverty type farms.” 

Why should we permit the proponents of this project, whose membership 
embraces mostly “Main Street businessmen,” to destroy our business any more 
more than we farmers should request the Government to destroy their successful 
operations? 

We, the true representatives of on-the-farm operators, and in the majority, as 
represented to this committee by petitions, feel that originally this project was 
jmisrepresented to the Reclamation Bureau and to members of committees 
responsible for approving this project, and at this time respectfully request that 
an entirely new review of this project—the Missouri diversion dam irrigation 
project—be made. 


1951 


$1, 779. 97 $1, 408. 30 $2, 149. 70 
Mrs. Zelma 1, 640. 35 1, 208. 00 4, 043, 30 


STATEMENT OF FRANK MATTELIN 


As I have been a resident of the Fort Peck Indian Reservation for 41 years, 
and have been engaged in agriculture the entire time, I would like to make a 
statement in regard to the proposed Missouri-Souris irrigation project. 

In view of the large percentage of landowners against the project—112 out of 
160—owning more than 60 percent of the land, the growing surpluses of small 
grains, legumes, sugar beets, and livestock; and the relatively high cost per acre 
of the proposed project I cannot see where it is justifiable. 

The native people living in northeastern Montana are satisfied as a dryland 
farming area, having developed strict summerfallow principles which have 
brought about a steadily rising output per acre and are maintaining a high 
standard of living. 

I honestly cannot see why these people should be forced to sell their land at 
below-market prices, cut down to 160-acre limitations, be forced into debt, and 
started on an entire new way of life to make possible the construction of the 
Missouri-Souris project. Can this raw deal be forced upon us in our free United 
States of America’ 

In closing I would like to mention that when an irrigation project is pro- 
posed I believe that the farmers, that is the people receiving the biggest per- 
centage of their income from the operations of farming and ranching in the pro- 
posed district should be consulted and their opinions be respected as after all 
they are an important group in this great United States of ours and are cer- 
tainly entitled to a fair deal. 


STATEMENT OF SANTEE RING, Fort PEck Sioux Trise 


Mr. Chairman, I am in the Nation‘s Capital City at this time to represent the 
Fort Peck Sioux Tribe on several questions, including the question of the Mis- 
souri-Souris project.. This is an important issue with the members of the Sioux 
Tribe and I am grateful that I am here to give the committee our views and the 
reasons we are opposed to this plan. 

We, of the Fort Peck Sioux Tribe, oppose the construction of this proposed 
Missouri-Souris, or Missouri diversion dam project, because there now exist two 
defunct irrigation projects on the eastern section of the reservation; namely, 
the Big Muddy project and the Poplar River project. 

The majority of our people who desire to farm prefer to farm on dry land. We 
are not financially able to enter into contracts for a high cost irrigation project 
and we would be very unhappy to enter into a long period of debt for costs of 
leveling and preparing our lands for irrigation. Many of us would not be able to 
pay off this debt in our lifetimes. We believe that this plan will fail and we 
do net want to see our people placed in debt. 

Respectfully, 
SANTEE RING. 
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STATEMENT or A, A. WERNER 


I, A. A. Werner, own and operate 4,500 acres of land in the Chelsea Bench 
area on the lower side of the proposed Missouri dam diversion project, of which 
I am opposed to irrigating under the Government project, where I will be 
charged for water each year. I already have my own irrigation unit and my 
experience in the last 10 years has proved this land will not stand water every 
year and produce. I use some water every fourth year with fair success and 
under those conditions we can use our Own private pumping systems for less 
than the interest would be on the cost of the Government project. 

Here are some figures on the cost of my unit which is large enough to handle 
7,500 acres: 


Cement for construction $467 
8 weeks labor, 4 men 600 
2 24inch pumps 6, 124 
2 150 horsepower diesel motors 11, 814 


One pump ran 67 24-hour days in the fall of 1951 at capacity 17,500 gallons 
per minute covering 4% acres per hour and using 6,280 gallons of diesel fuel 
at 17 cents per gallon, or $1,067. Depreciating this over a 10-year period at 
$2,000 annually with a cost of $1,197 for fuel, oil, and grease, the annual cost 
of retirement and operation is $3,197 for 73,260 acre-feet of water. 

Therefore, I am satisfied with my present operation, which is much more 
economical than that offered by the proposed Missouri dam diversion project. 


STATEMENT OF Mito STaANGELAND 


I, Milo Stangeland, am owner and operator of a unit which will come under 
the ditch of the proposed Missouri diversion dam project. The land to be irri- 
gated is now producing a high protein hard spring wheat, second to none. 

I am very much opposed to having such a huge debt placed against my land 
which has been producing in abundance under dryland methods. 


STATEMENT oF IRA J. YODER 


In 1917 I homesteaded land which lies in the vicinity of the proposed Missouri 
diversion dam project. I have farmed this land continuously to date, and cur- 
rently own and operate a unit which I feel is a success and a credit to the com- 
munity. I have a family consisting of a wife and six children. My oldest son 
served honorably in the United States military service for approximately 44 
months during war No. 2. On the basis of my investigation of neighboring 
irigation projects, and considering our short seasons and cost of development 
for irrigation, it would not be feasible and would be unbearable. It would not 
be fair to leave the next generations with a project entailing such a costly 
burden as transforming financially sound nonirrigated units into debt burdened 
uneconomical irrigation units. 


STATEMENT oF PETER DETHMAN, BROCKTON, Mont. 


I have traveled clear across the United States with a representative group 
of on-the-land farmers to reiterate our opposition to the construction of the 
Missouri-Souris diversion dam at Frazier, Mont., because it entails the ultimate 
irrigation of approximately 100,000 acres of land on which we, the owners and 
operators, are against such irrigation in overwhelming numbers. We, as 
farmers, would welcome such a project if we could see where it: would be of 
benefit to us. Rather we find the proposed project completely unpalatable from 
our financial and economic standpoint. 

We have made known our objections to the proponents of this plan, as well 
as to the Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of the Interior, when we 
became acquainted with the plan and what it meant to us. We have challenged 
the proponents to produce substantial supporting evidence that the project is 
feasible by forming irrigation districts and getting repayment contracts signed. 
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We reiterate this challenge, as we know that the Land Owners Protective 
Association has landowners’ and operators’ signatures on objection petitions 
in a sufficient overwhelming percentage to back our contention that this project 
is unwanted and is not feasible, for we on-the-land farmers and the farmers 
affected will not subscribe to the project in substantial numbers. Certainly, 
irrigation districts should be formed and repayment contracts signed before the 
proponents are allowed to go ahead with this project. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES BYRNE 


As a farmer with holdings under the proposed Missouri diversion unit, Mis- 
souri River Basin project. I wish to advise this committee that I strongly object 
to the project. Further, 1 wish to state briefly a few of the numerous reasons 
why I so firmly oppose such a project. 

First of all, I have been recently released from active duty with the Air Force 
and I am now actively associated with my father in farming activities. I believe 
irrigation is a very wonderful and necessary part of our national economy, that 
is, when water is available, when topography and terrain are adaptable to 
irrigation, and when it places otherwise nonproductive land into production, 
providing these things are available at reasonable cost. May I point out that 
the terrain of this land is rolling and hilly, making it impossible, regardless of 
cost, to level for flood irrigation, and could be irrigated by an overhead system 
only by expenditures which would be prohibitive in nature. The land which 
the proposed irrigation project is to cover comprises productive dryland farms. 
These lands have become highly productive dryland enterprises not by unusual 
increase in rainfall during recent years, but rather from the application of new 
farming methods and techniques and better farm management and industrial 
progress which have provided new and modern equipment, the use of which 
enables farmers to make the most efficient use of available moisture. 

Gentlemen, we do not have a shortage of water; we have a shortage of grow- 
ing season. All the water in the world would not help us to raise more than 1 
crop a year in an area where we have a growing season of roughly 127 days, 
that is, 127 frost-free days. The increased yields which proponents contend 
irrigation would bring could never justify such an enormous expenditure in a one- 
crop-per-year climate such as ours. Statistics show a decline in national farm 
population over the past 4 decades. This holds true for our locality. 

However, as the small, inefficient, and uneconomical units were absorbed by 
the slightly larger, more efficient operations, production has increased. Through 
this irrigation project and the 160-acre limitation the Government would attempt 
to destroy the very basis on which a prosperous and stable economy has grown, 
that is, the dryland farms of the present time which were developed from the 
small, inefficient, and uneconomical units of a smaller scale. How much more 
time, money, and effort must the landowners expend in convincing a bureau- 
cratic Government that they’re wasting taxpayers’ money and resources in 
attempting to force through a grandiose irrigation project promulgated by the 
Department of Interior and, more specifically, the Bureau of Reclamation, pro- 
moted by the local townspeople, implement dealers, manufacturers, and business 
enterprises who would benefit from construction and maintenance cost, but would 
have no land under the project? Why does the Government persist in pushing a 
project upon us which will destroy a prosperous dryland farm country and 
replace it with a nonfeasible irrigation system made up of tenant farmers who 
will be indebted to the land and Government forever? 

In closing, I remind the committee of President Eisenhower’s reference to 
the fiscal program in which he has been quoted as saying it was “the kind of 
fiscal program that used necessity—rather than mere desirability—as the test 
for our expenditures.” If the committee and other interested officials will con- 
sider the project with this in mind, there will be no further need for the land- 
owners and farmers to constantly return to Washington in an effort to retain and 
protect their lands from being engulfed in an infeasible and uneconomical proj- 
ect which is unwanted by the landowners and unnecessary, and which would 
destroy the very foundation of an economy which has made northeastern Montana 
the prosperous country which it is today. 
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Wenpnespay, Freprvary 17, 1954. 


Cotumpia Basin, Kennewick Division oF THE YAKIMA PROJECT AND 
BonNEViLLE Power ADMINISTRATION 


WITNESS 


HON. HAL HOLMES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have before the committee Hon. Hal 
Holmes, of Washington, who is here in the interest of irrigation and 
reclamation projects in his district. We are pleased to have you with 
us, Mr. Holmes. You may proceed. 

Mr. Hotmes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee. I appreciate very much the opportunity of appearing before 
you, as I have many times before, in connection with Interior appro- 
priations for the State of hide One of the most important 
items in the 1955 program is the Columbia River Basin project, which 
is located almost wholly within the boundaries of the Fourth Con- 
gressional District, and has naturally been a subject of great interest 
to me over the years. This fine committee has played a most important 
part in developing this great project over the years, and your interest 
in its success and your work on its behalf are appreciated. 

The Federal Government has a large investment in this project, pri- 
marily in the huge facilities of Coulee Dam and in the larger irrigation 
canals. The construction of the laterals which will bring water to the 
new land is the major work remaining, and this, of course, is the way 
in which the ultimate objective of the project is to be achieved. 

The construction budget, including the carryover for the project, 
is $8,818,000, and, geutleaien of the committee, this is not enough 
money to keep up an efficiently planned program of the construction of 
the lateral canals. I urge you as emphatically as one can, and I have 
gone over this matter with parties in top and responsible positions in 
the Department of the Interior, that it will take at least $4 million more 
to keep this program underway. I have been advised that, this is the 
minimum that would be required to maintain an efficient and well- 
planned rate of irrigation development. It is my hope that you will 
see your way clear to granting at least the minimum of $4 million. 
The settlement on the Columbia Basin project has exceeded all ex- 
pectations thus far, with substantial indication that it will continue 
in satisfactory manner. This is largely because the State of Washing- 
ton, its various — subdivisions, and many private corporations 
and individuals have wholeheartedly devoted their energies and money 
to the provision of roads, schools, utilities, and many other facilities 
and services needed, in addition to the federally constructed irrigation 
works for the success of the project and its settlers. The keystone to 
this effort is, of course, the construction program of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and I certainly urge this committee to provide adequate 
funds for its continuance at an efficiently planned rate of development. 


1497 


KENNEWICK DIVISION OF THE YAKIMA PROJECT 


Another item which is of tremendous importance to this part of my 
State is the Kennewick division of the Yakima project. My own bill 
having been responsible for the authorization of this project, I of 
course am vitally interested. The Bureau of the Budget recommenda- 
tion was for $3,100,000 for 1955, and this amount, I am told, is suffi- 
cient only to service existing construction contracts and to permit the 
award of one or two new contracts for canals and facilities on the 
north side of the Yakima River. Unfortunately the limited amount 
requested will not permit the award of contracts for the construc- 
tion of any irrigation canals and laterals on the south side of the river, 
which are necessary before the irrigation function of this project can 
be placed into production. It is my sincere hope that this committee 
will not only award the amount requested, but will see fit to increase 
the item by at least $900,000 so as to permit this project to go forward 
at a rate which will complete its facilities in the most economical time. 

Mr. Chairman, you and the former chairman, Mr. Kirwan, and all 
of you have played a very important part in providing moneys for 
this project and know it well. The more we drag this project out the 
more overhead and other expenses accumulate. Certainly it is good 
business to construct this authorized work on the most efficient basis 
and as economically as possible. I urge and recommend these addi- 
tional moneys for the Kennewick division of the Yakima. 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 


Bonneville Power Administration’s 1955 budget requests include 
$2,271,000 for construction of transmission facilities in Washington’s 
Fourth Congressional District. Funds for the new fiscal year begin- 
ning July 1, 1954, include both major 23,000-volt Columbia River grid 
transmission projects and secondary transmission facilities to meet 
increased power needs of utility and industrial customers. 

Major grid construction will center on a high voltage MeNary- 
Walla Walla transmission line to bring new generation to the area. 

These facilities, represented by a budget request of $933,000 will 
not only increase transmission capacity but add transformation to 
meet growing local power loads. 

Other major grid items in the district include Big Eddy River 
crossing relocation, $75,000; Midway substation addition, $173,000; 
Grand Coulee switchyard, $6,000; Franklin microwave $2,000; Me- 
Nary-Big Eddy line $3,000; McNary-LaGrande, $5,000; and Colum- 
bia microwave, $9,000. 

Important new customer-service facility will be the Frenchman 
Hills area service, including $43,000 for the Smyrna Frenchman Hills 
line, $28,000 for the Smyrna terminal, and $89,000 for the Frenchman 
Hills substation. 

Other customer service items scheduled to increase both transmis- 
sion capacity and transformation to meet rapidly increasing area 
loads include Quincy-Burke, $98,000; Warden substation addition, 
$75,000; Grandview substation addition, $69,000; Benton County 
service $79,000; Franklin County service, $19,000; Franklin trans- 
former replacements, $70,000: Goldendale substation addition, 
$81,000; other transmission facilities, $230,000. 
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Additional budget items for other facilities in the district include 
general structures, $31,000; fire protection $23,000, and communica- 
tion facilities, $130,000. 

I urge and recommend the committee to grant these budget requests. 
All these items are involved in a rapidly growing area. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. I want to assure you, Mr. Holmes, that we are very 
happy to have you before this committee. 

Mr JensEN. Yes, and we thank you very much for your statement. 
Mr. Hotmes. Thank you, gentlemen. 


Wepnespay, Fesrvary 17, 1954. 
Rourat Execrric Cooperatives 


WITNESSES 


U. J. GAJAN, MANAGER, SOUTHWEST LOUISIANA ELECTRIC MEM- 
BERSHIP CORP., LAFAYETTE, LA.; CHAIRMAN, POWER ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE FOR THE SOUTHWEST 

TRUMAN GREEN, MANAGER, CENTRAL ELECTRIC POWER COOPER- 
ATIVE, JEFFERSON CITY, MO. 

ERNEST C. WOOD, MANAGER, FARMERS ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, 
CHILLICOTHE, MO. 

LLOYD EVANS, PRESIDENT, KAMO ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, 
VINITA, OKLA.; VICE PRESIDENT, OKLAHOMA STATEWIDE 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 

H. M. DILLON, MANAGER, EAST CENTRAL OKLAHOMA ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE, OKMULGEE, OKLA. 

CLYDE T. ELLIS, EXECUTIVE MANAGER, NATIONAL RURAL ELEC- 
TRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 

JULIUS HELM, EXECUTIVE MANAGER, MISSOURI STATE RURAL 
ELECTRIFICATION ASSOCIATION, JEFFERSON CITY, MO. 

MILTON T. POTTS, MANAGER, SAM HOUSTON ELECTRIC COOPERA- 
TIVE, LIVINGSTON, TEX. 

NORWOOD SPEIGHT, MANAGER, WHITE RIVER VALLEY ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE, BRANSON, MO.; CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
DAMS, POWER ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR THE SOUTHWEST 

R. E. HOLLADAY, JR., MANAGER, NORTHEAST LOUISIANA POWER 
COOPERATIVE, WINNSBORO, LA. 

D. N. BEASLEY, MANAGER, DEEP EAST TEXAS ELECTRIC COOPERA- 
TIVE, SAN AUGUSTINE, TEX. 

ROBERT T. PATTERSON, COLUMBUS, KANS.; ATTORNEY, SEKAN 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE; CHAIRMAN, KANSAS ELECTRIC COOP- 
ERATIVE POWER COMMITTEE 

TRUETT W. BAILEY, MANAGER, JOHNSON COUNTY ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE, CLEBURNE, TEX. 

R. F. KEIFFER, PRESIDENT, OKLAHOMA STATEWIDE ELECTRIC 

COOPERATIVE, OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA, AS SUBMITTED BY 
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FLOYD GIBSON, MANAGER, OKLAHOMA STATEWIDE ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE, OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. 

ELMO OSBORNE, GENERAL MANAGER, TEXAS ELECTRIC COOPERA- 
TIVES, AUSTIN, TEX. 

CECIL I. NEELY, MANAGER, NORTHFORK ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, 
SAYRE, OKLA.; ACTING ASSISTANT MANAGER, WESTERN FARM- 
ERS ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, ANADARKO, OKLA. 

A. F. CROWELL, MANAGER, FIRST ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORP., 
JACKSONVILLE, ARK. 

MARK T. PRIGMORE, GENERAL SUPERINTENDENT, CITY OF LA- 
FAYETTE, LA., UTILITIES SYSTEM 

STEVE A. SCHAUWECKER, MANAGER, THREE RIVERS ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE, LINN, MO.; PRESIDENT, CENTRAL ELECTRIC 
POWER COOPERATIVE, JEFFERSON CITY, MO. 


We have before us a group of folks from the Southwest power area, 
who are interested in the problem that has been confronting the people 
in the Southwest area for quite some time. 

The hearings here today will no doubt point out some of the prob- 
lems that have existed, and as they now exist, and we hope they have 
greatly improved over the past. 

Our first. witness will be Mr. U. J. Gajan, manager of the South- 
west Louisiana Electric Membership Corp., and chairman of the 
Power Advisory Committee for the Southwest. We will be very glad 
to hear you, Mr. Gajan. 

Mr. ‘cata Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, we 
have a large group of people here and I know time will not permit 
all of them to testify, so we respectfully ask that permission be given 
to allow them to file their statements in the record. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. 

Mr. Gagan. I would like to add that I would like to briefly high- 
light my statement and perhaps supplement the statement in some 

laces, 
Mr. Jensen. Very well. 

Mr. Gagan. Mr. Chairman, I appear before you in my capacity as 
chairman of the Advisory Committee on Power for the Southwest. 
The advisory committee is a voluntary organization of duly appointed 
representatives from the States of Kansas, Missouri, Oklahoma, Ar- 
kansas, Texas, and Louisiana. Our activities are directed to promot- 
ing an orderly and planned development of power supply and power 
requirements on a wholesale level. Our activities are also directed 
to the distribution of this power to the rural electric systems and the 
municipalities throughout the Southwest area. 

I also appear before you in behalf of the Southwestern Power 
Administration’s request for appropriation. I am happy to say that 
we fully support the President’s budget, in his request for funds for 
the Southwestern Power Administration. And we urge this com- 
mittee to make some provision to provide funds for the interim agree- 
ments for the purchasing and wheeling of power by SPA while long- 
range contract negotiations are under negotiation. 

42590—54—pt. 249 
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The budget requests are as follows: Funds for new construction 
and additions $605,000 ; funds for maintenance and operation, $1,100,- 
000; funds for payment for purchase of power and payments of 
wheeling charges, $450,000: total in budget, $2,155,000; less savings 
affected from last year’s appropriation, $1,125,000, leaving the net 
amount of the budget request, $1,030,000. 

We believe the budget request to be reasonable. We know that 
Southwestern Power Administration has more than lived within its 
budget. Savings have been effected always since its operation. Last 
= Southwestern Power Administration voluntarily returned a 

arge sum of money to the Treasury. 

I am sure you are aware of the fact that contract negotiations have 
been going on since September of 1953 with the power companies 
in an effort to work out some agreement to provide for interconnec- 
tion with the generation and transmission cooperatives with the power 
companies. 

However, even though such a contract were executed within a short 
time it would still be some time in the middle of 1953 before these 
interconnections could physically be made. 

Therefore, we hope that this committeee will see fit to give us the 
necessary funds so these cooperatives can enter into an agreement 
with the Southwestern Power Administration on an interim basis 
to wheel and purchase power. 

We hope this committee also will see fit to ask the Interior Depart- 
ment to appear before you and submit the actual costs of what this 
interim agreement will amount to and that the necessary funds be 
provided in accordance with their request. 

I would like to refer to a statement that was made before this com- 
mittee, excerpt from page 3, House of Representatives’ report 314, 
88d Congress, Ist session, Interior Department appropriation bill, 
1954, quote: 

Continuing fund, Southwestern Power Administration: An appropriation of 
$5,650,000 was requested for this item. The committee has allowed $150,000, a 
reduction of $5,500,000. 

In a letter dated April 6 the committee was advised by the chair- 
man of the executive committee of the Southwestern Power system 
that the member companies in that system saw no need for the continu- 
ing of fund appropriation and assured the committee that the deletion 
of such fund would not in any way result in interruption or curtail- 
ment of service to any preference customer or other consumer on their 
system. 

ue his reply, dated April 14, the chairman of the subcommittee 
advised the member companies of the Southwestern Power system 
that if the committee took such action, it would be due in part to this 
commitment made by the member companies in their letter and at the 
time of their appearance before the subcommittee on March 31, 1953. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this is an example 
of the delay in providing the necessary contractural arrangements and 
the obvious method dictated in this letter, which makes the continuing 
fund necessary. 

It seems to be the impression, which seems to reappear every year, 
that whenever a hearing is coming up the ——— are always ready 
for negotiating a contract, or seem to be willing to work out some 
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agreement which should be of benefit to the generation and trans- 
mission systems, 

At the present time negotiations are under way for the recapture 
of approximately 40,000 kilowatts from the Arkansas Power & Light 
Co. on the aluminum-company contract. We do not know whether 
those negotiations will be successful or that these hearings are still 
going on, as far as appropriations are concerned. We just hope that 
these companies are sincere in entering into negotiations and attempt- 
ing to try to work out some deal with generation and transmission 
cooperators and with the Rural Electric system. 

o summarize, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that we fully 
support the President’s budget; we support the objectives of the 
Southwestern Power Administration toward an integration of power 
which would make available the maximum amount of power for that 
area, consequently more widespread use. 

We oppose the report of the survey team which would virtually 
eliminate the Southwestern Power Administration as an effective 
agency in the marketing of power in the Southwest area. 

We also support additional SPA appropriations so that the genera- 
tion and transmission cooperatives can operate under an interim agree- 
ment until such time as the long-term contracts are completed with the 
power company and the interconnection made. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jensen. May I say that last Friday a letter left this committee, 
signed by me, and the committee authorized me to sign the letter, 
authorizing the Department to extend the time from February 28 to 
the end of this fiscal year, next June 30, during which time you will 
be working under the same conditions as you are now, and which we 
hope will give you sufficient time to negotiate the contract which you 
are attempting to negotiate. 

At one time there was some thought about giving you a fixed time, 
but Mr. Aandahl informed this committee, and also the Senate com- 
mittee, that even if you did get the contract signed in 60 days, within 
60 days, it would take some time, possibly even more than 60 days, 
to get the necessary connections effected to carry out the provisions 
in the contract, and the Senate committee, I am sure, sent alike letter 
to Mr. Aandahl, so that matter is taken care of. 

Mr. Gasan. We appreciate that very much. 

Our next witness will be Mr. Truman Green, of the Central Power 
Cooperative, Jefferson City, Mo. 

Me All right, Mr. Green. 

Mr. Green. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Truman Green. I am manager of the Central Electric Power 
Cooperative, a generation and transmission electric power coopera- 
tive operating in central and southcentral Missouri, with offices in 
Jefferson City, Mo. 

Central is one of the power cooperatives that has a contract with 
the Southwestern Power Administration providing for lease and 
operation to SPA of transmission facilities and the purchase of power 
by SPA from Central’s steam-electric generating plant. These con- 
tracts required the approval from Congress of a fund to pay for leas- 
ing of lines and purchase of power. The fund has been known as 
the continuing fund. 
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Last July this committee restricted the use by SPA of the con- 
tinuing fund so that our contracts could not be carried out. However 
this committee did authorize the use of the fund for wheeling and 
»urchase of power similar to other wheeling contracts in the area, A 

urther restriction was that after February 28, 1954, none of the funds 
could be used in any contract between the generation and transmis- 
sion and SPA. 

As a result of the above restrictions, Central immediately made an 
interim contract with SPA to wheel and sell power until the Feb- 
ruary 28 date. 

Central and the other generation and transmission cooperatives 
with similar contracts immediately started negotiations with other 
power suppliers in the area with the intention of making intercon- 
nection agreements that would be mutually beneficial to both the 
cooperatives and the companies. A number of meetings among all 

arties in the area have been held to arrive at a satisfactory solution, 

ut to this date there has not been any satisfactory arrangement 
made between any cooperative and any power supplier in the area. 
However, some progress has been made that may develop into accept- 
able arrangements. 

In order to accomplish a satisfactory arrangement in the area, we 
ask this committee to help us on three measures : 

First, we need an extension of the February 28 expiration date on 
the use of the continuing fund to June 30 in order to develop further 
negotiations. 

r. Jensen. And this has been done ? 

Mr. Green. That is my understanding. 

Second, sufficient funds are essential for SPA to continue our 
interim contracts until satisfactory permanent contracts can be com- 
pleted and placed in operation. Assuming that permanent contracts 
could be completed within the next few weeks, it would be at least 
August 1955 before any effective interconnections could be made 
between the utility companies and our systems due to waiting on 
delivery and installation of the necessary circuit breakers, trans- 
formers, relays, and metering equipment. 

Amortization and interest payments for the cooperatives become 
due in November of this year to the Government and payment simp] 
cannot be made unless this committee approves the additional fun 

uired for SPA to continue temporary contracts for next year. 

hird, in order to complete any interconnection agreements with 
any power company in the area, it is essential that SPA sell to the 
cooperative a sufficient quantity of hydropower to justify an economic 
integration of the electrical facilities. It is obvious that sufficient 
power must be available to pass over the cooperatives’ lines to lower 
the cost to a rate that the cooperatives can pay and also supply 
capacity which will be necessary for load growth. 

As a concluding statement, I want to emphasize that all the distribu- 
tion-type cooperatives in this area, serving nearly 1 million people, 
borrowed their capital funds from the Government with the under- 
standing that the wholesale power rate for the 35-year period of the 
loan would be approximately 5.6 mills per kilowatt-hous as provided by 
the continuing-fund contracts. An increase in the wholesale power 
rate over the area will inevitably result in the cooperatives being unable 
to meet their payments on the money borrowed from the Government. 
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Any increased rate will also prevent the extending of lines to serve 
those who do not yet have electric service as the economic feasibility 
cannot be justified. Electric service will be denied to the remaining 
farms in the area. 

Now, as a rough background, especially for some members of the 
committee that are not familiar with our great concern and the magni- 
tude of this problem, I would like to say that the cooperatives involved 
in the contracts under the SPA continuing fund arrangement have 
borrowed from REA approximately $275 million themselves. 

Now, that is the distribution cooperative, not the G and T coopera- 
tive. That Gand T cooperatives involved have borrowed and invested 
approximately $75 million. 

ow, that is an amount of money in the order of $250 millio 
invested in these co-op facilities in this area, and the entire loan 
feasibility of those sums of money was based on this 5.6. 

Now, I will tell you the reason, basically, why that was done: Back 
in 1948 and 1949 in this area, due to the cost of power running any- 
where from 11 to 12 mills per kilowatt-hour, a number of these coopera- 
tives run into the situation, when they came to REA to borrow money, 
with that large a wholesale power cost, that they could not make feas- 
ible any extension of lines to cover this area for new people out there 
that need the power. 

The only solution was to work out some cheaper rate that would 
justify the feasibility of making the loan, in order to serve the rest 
of those customers. 

When the power became available in the area from the SPA system, 
these negotiations were started with these co-ops out there, with this 
very thought in mind, to accomplish, first, the very purpose of cutti 
the rate down, and secondly, to make their further loans from R 
feasible. 

Now, for the last 4 years all the loans under the cooperatives, who 
indirectly get the power from the G and T cooperatives under these 
past continuing fund contracts, were based on this lower power rate. 

Our great concern is this: Last July, without our continuing power 
fund, we were immediately thrown into the economic situation, each 
one of us pre | on our own, and not so integrated a unit, which raised 
our rates double the rate at which loans were based. Now, that is easy 
to see, since the wholesale cost of power in the distribution of the co-op 
is nearly half the entire expenses of operating a co-op, what it did to 
the feasibility in those areas. On top of the fact that now we have 
to have increased rates, our loans are jeopardized in the entire area, 
os certainly no more lines can be built because of the lack of feasi- 

ility. 

Se, this thing is quite serious, in that when you think of $350 million 
invested here now of loan funds from the Government, which must be 

aid back, and the power facilities in the SPA area are in the order of 

160 million, even all the investments of SPA itself, or that SPA has 
control over the sale of power from, are somewhat less than around 
half of what the co-ops have got invested. 

So you can see the magnitude of the seriousness to these people who 
number nearly a million. Consequently, we are of course, greatly 
concerned 
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Now, when the continuing fund was not available, after last July 
of course our methods were this: What other measures can be taken? 
Well, immediately of course we think of integration with other power 
companies in the area. So, in September we called a meeting of all 
utility companies who had any lines in the areas involved, where the 
G. & T.’s are, with the thought in mind of integrating with them. 
And since that time we have negotiated all G. & T.’s with all com- 
— in the areas up to the point where there are some proposals 

ing made. There have been a couple made which are very tentative. 
None of them have been made that are acceptable at all, and we are, of 
course, still 

Now, as to the fund for next year, we have talked with the engineers 
of the Union Electric Power Co. and Missouri Power & Light, and 
some of the others, but even if we had our contracts completed tomor- 
row, we can’t possibly foresee the placing into effect of those, due to 
the physical limitations of interconnection, in less than about 18 
months, 

Our amortization interest is becoming due this November, at which 
time we have either got to have some continuing fund for SPA to 
continue arrangements with us, where we can operate until about the 
middle of 1955 and pay the REA back, or we have got to default and 
not pay it back. And we don’t see any other recourse, except to ask 
this committee to provide some funds at least until we can put perma- 
nent arrangements into effect. We think it will take until the middle 
of 1955 to do that, asa minimum. Of course, if it can be done sooner, 
that’s all right, but we think the minimum would be 1955. 

Then we are concerned about how that is going to be done. We have 
talked to Mr. Aandahl, and he takes the position that he does not want 


to initiate the prance for any of this fund. He says the budget has 


been submitted over here, and we told him, “Well, we have to ask for it 
and are going to ask for it.” 

We think if this committee will simply ask them what funds are 
needed, that SPA and Interior can furnish it, with our help, after we 
tabulate the area out there with the G. & T.’s involved, and furnish 
what funds are needed to carry us to this — arrangement. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you say that again, please? 

Mr. Green. We have asked Mr. Aandahl to join with us in asking 
for these additional funds for next year. He tells us that he believes 
that it is our place to initiate this before the committee. And then if 
the committee asks them for the funds that are needed, certainly they 
can furnish them the value and amount, and how they get it. But 
we are taking the step to ask you to do that. 

Mr. Jensen. I believe there is $450,000 in the budget for that 
purpose, 

Mr. Green. We asked him about that, Mr. Chairman, and he says 
that none of that was placed in the budget to solve any of our G and T 
problem. That, as I understand it, is to carry out the wheeling con- 
tracts and the purchase of other power. That is what he told us. 

But that money is not for this purpose at all. 

Mr. Jensen. Reading from the justifications, it says: 

Obligations incurred in fiscal year 1955 are based upon contractual agreements 
for the purchase and sale of power, including service charges for transport 
of power for private utilities in the area, and estimated wheeling charges to be 
paid to power cooperatives in the area. 
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Estimated requirements are summarized in detail as follows: Oklahoma com- 
panies, $153,000; other utilities, $150,000; M. and A. electric power companies, 
$24,000; Central Electric Power Co. and/or Northwestern Electric Power Co- 
operative, $108,000; Western Farmers Electric Cooperative, $15,000. 

That makes a total of $450,000. 

Mr. Green. I think those are to serve municipal lines. Those aren't 
for G and T’s. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, I understand. 

You believe that you are going to need some money for wheeling 
and purchase of power for the G. and T.’s? 

Mr. Green. That is right. That is exactly the way we are runnin 
right now on the interim contract, which we are using on the ol 
continuing fund for this year. 

We don’t see any other methods, except to continue on some arrange- 
ment like that, until we can get physically interconnected under a 
permanent arrangement with any companies in the area when that is 
worked out. 

There is absolutely no other way to get around to it before that 
time. 

Mr. Jensen. We will consult with Mr. Aandahl on that very thing 
and ascertain exactly how he feels, and the amount of money that 
he thinks it would take to put you and keep you in a working and 
solvent status. 

Mr. Green. I wanted to impress the methods of handling it—here 
are all these boys up here and we have spent a lot of money coming 
up here, which we don’t like to do. But we would like to get some 
expression as to how that can be handled, so that we can feel sure 
it is going to be handled, without coming back again. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course it isn’t for me to make an expression as 
to how it is going to be handled at this time. It is an impossible 
thing for me to do. 

The committee, I can assure you, will consider this thing from every 
angle, and you can be sure that this committee is going to do the 
thing that we are sure will keep you folks afloat and in business. 
We do not want anyone, private utility, Government, or anyone else, 
to get you in a position that would be untenable and that you can’t 
live with. You have obligations to meet, and they are pretty monu- 
mental obligations. 

Mr. Green. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, you know for me or any member of this 
committee at this time to make any statement that might bear on the 
litigation that is going on, would be unfitting. We just cannot do it. 
It would not be within our prerogative to discuss this matter. You 
are negotiating these contracts and do have some litigation. This 
committee doesn’t want to prejudice either side or affect either side 
in this thing. 

Mr. Green. What litigation do you have in mind? 

Mr. mae Well, do you not have some litigation yet in the 
courts 

Mr. Green. Of course, we understand that the decision of the Fed- 
eral court has been appealed, but that might be 

Mr. Jensen. It has been appealed, and so consequently it is still 
before the courts. For me, or any other Member of Congress, to make 
a statement that might affect that case would not be right and proper. 
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However, we will give consideration to your request, but we cer- 
tainly do not want to have anything we say here affect the negotia- 
tions which are now in progress between the REA’s, the Southwest 
Power, and the private utilities. We hope and pray that a satis- 
factory arrangement can be worked out, which f know you want 
and everybody else wants, that will make it possible for the REA’s 
to run their own business successfully. 

Surely we do not want anything done that would be a hindrance 
to REA or to as many farmers as possible to be furnished power 
under any circumstances, at a rate that is commensurate with good 
business practices. 

That is about as far as we can go. 

Mr. Green. I understand, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to say that no doubt the utility companies out there 
that we are negotiating with will appear before your committee, and 
we think that they will completely substantiate the things we told 
you about negotiations. 

There is only one other thing that we would like for you to consider 
at the time they testify: We think that they, of course, don’t want an 
funds appropriated at all for us next year, and I think that they wi 
want to insist that we don’t need them. 

But we see no other way out, even if we had contracts negotiated 
tomorrow, and we don’t want to get led into some false sense of 
security here, that is going to catch us up. 

That is all we want. 

Mr. JENSEN. We certainly do not want you to get into that position 
either. We just hope that the agreements that you enter into will be 
such that will satisfy everybody concerned, including the consumer. 

Mr. Green. I would like to say to the committee that these nego- 
tiations going on in the area have been carried on with the cooperatives, 
in all earnestness. There has been no sham to it, and there has been 
no delays, and they are carried on in all honesty, trying to do some- 
thing about the situation. 

Mr. Jensen. I am sure of that. 

Mr. Green. That is all. Thank you. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Green. 

Mr. Gasan. Our next witness is Mr. Ernest C. Wood, manager of 
the Farmers Electric Cooperative, Chillicothe, Mo. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Wood, we are glad to hear from you. 

Mr. Woop. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Ernest C. Wood, manager of the Farmers Electric Cooperative at 
Chillicothe, Mo. 

I am also chairman of the wholesale power committee of the Mis- 
souri State Rural Electrification Association. 

I would like to emphasize 2 or 3 points, deviating almost completel 
from my prepared statement, because it duplicates to a considerable 
extent what has already been said. 

(The formal statement by Mr. Wood follows :) 
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STATEMENT OF Ernest ©. Woon, CHAIRMAN, WHOLESALE Power CoMMITTEE, MIs- 
sourI STATE RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ASSOCIATION 


Fresrvary 17, 1954. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Ernest C. Wood. 
I live at Chillicothe, Mo., and I am manager of Farmers’ Electric Cooperative, 
with headquarters office in that city. Also, I am chairman of the wholesale 
power committee of the Missouri State Rural Electrification Association, repre- 
senting the 41 distribution and 6 generation and transmission rural electric 
cooperatives in Missouri and their 238,000 connected rural consumers, principally 
farmers. 

Power, in adequate quantities and at reasonable rates, has long been, and is at 
the present time, the major objective of rural electrics in Missouri and in the 
Southwest. Cooperatives in Missouri are still paying up to 14 mills per kilowatt- 
hour to the commercial utilities for wholesale power. 

Power requirements for the rural electrics continue to skyrocket. In 1950 the 
power requirements of Missouri cooperatives was 369 million kilowatt-hours; 
now it has pasesd the 600 million kilowatt-hours per year mark. 

The collective efforts of the cooperatives in the Southwest to solve their own 
power problems have been halted by the Congress. The much debated, and 
highly propagandized, GT-SPA contracts, negotiated by generation-transmission 
cooperatives with Southwestern Power Administration, have been held by the 
Federal courts to be legal and binding contracts, yet have been rendered inopera- 
tive by action of the Congress in the 1954 appropriations by specifically denying 
the use of the SPA continuing fund to honor the contracts. The financial 
security of rural electrics in the Southwest is threatened, pending the outcome 
of negotiations of other types of integration contracts. 

Heading the recommendation of the Senate Subcommittee on Interior Appro- 
priations—“It is the desire of the committee that the secretary, representatives 
of the cooperatives, and representatives of the power companies in the area 
immediately give consideration to making such arrangements that will not 
require the continued use of the continuing fund’’—the cooperatives initiated 
meetings and discussions with commercial utilities, hoping thereby to consum- 
mate contracts of mutual benefit. The outcome of these negotiations in indefinite, 
yet optimistic. 

In the meantime, an interim agreement has been drawn between the coopera- 
tives and SPA whereby the necessary deliveries and transfers of power are 
accomplished on a temporary basis, pending the outcome of present negotiations. 

It is noted that the administration’s 1955 budget for SPA does not contain 
a continuing-fund recommendation. Not only does this continue to abrogate 
the GT-SPA contracts by the Government, it also destroys the effectiveness of 
the negotiations by cooperatives with the companies. 

It is noted also that the 1955 administration budget recommendation for SPA 
does contain recognition of SPA-power company contracts under the item of 
“Purchase of power and rental of facilities, $450,000.” Since this budget recom- 
mendation is completely inadequate to permit designated transactions between 
cooperatives and SPA, we are forced to conclude that the administration does 
not acknowledge any moral or contractual obligations with the rural electrics. 

We urge that it is imperative that the Congress recognize the need for appro- 
priating a continuing fund, or its equivalent. This would enable the coopera- 
tives to continue to operate under their temporary contracts. It would also 
make it possible for the cooperatives to continue their negotiations with the com- 
merical companies under an atmosphere of reasonable optimism. 

Not only the continuance of negotiations is involved, but also the independence 
of the cooperatives, to the extent that arrangements can be consummated with 
the companies which will insure to the cooperatives reasonable power costs 
plus the unqualified right to continue to own and operate the facilities for which 
they have borrowed tens of millions of dollars from their Federal Government. 
This continued independence is of paramount importance to the future suecess 
of the program of rural electrification. 

The mechanics of physical interconnection between cooperatives and com- 
panies, assuming successful completion of contract negotiations, will take a 
minimum of 12 months. Involved will be securing delivery and installation of 
large breaker and switching equipment, transformers, and metering instru- 
ments. This will necessitate the continued functioning of the temporary con- 
tracts with SPA through fiscal 1955. 
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We of the cooperatives in the Southwest urge not only the appropriation of 
the administration budget recommendation for SPA, but also appropriation of a 
fund that will enable the cooperatives to continue negotiations with the com- 
panies and, if successful, will permit continuance of operations until physical 
integrations can be accomplished. 

I would like to add that the available hydropower in the Southwest is insuffi- 
cient to accomplish a most efficient integration with available steam power and 
that the most desirable contractual arrangements between cooperatives and com- 
panies must anticipate the additional power which can be made available by 
construction of Table Rock Dam, plus additional units at Bull Shoals Dam, 
which is feasible only with construction of Table Rock. 


I urge your favorable consideration of these matters as they may come to your 
attention. 


Thank you. 


Mr. Woop. In Missouri, to give you an idea of our power require- 
ment growth, I had occasion to make an investigation in 1950, and I 
found that our annual power requirement was 369 million kilowatt- 
hours annual requirement for Missouri. Now, we are past the 600 mil- 
lion kilowatt-hour requirement, if you lower our cost by 1 mill, it 
means $600,000 per year to the Missouri cooperatives. 

So that is why for years and years we in Missouri have been workin 
hard at this power problem. I hope my friends here to the south o 
us don’t mind my saying that we find down in Arkansas, and in that 
area, that the cooperatives have enjoyed breaks of 5, 6, and 7 mills, 
i our power costs have been similar to what yours in Iowa have 

ad to pay. 

Mr.. aaa What is that rate? 

Mr. Woon. I think Missouri’s average rate now is around 9 mills, 
the average for the State. I know of possibly 2 or 3 that are paying as 
high as 14 mills at the present time, and in practically all cases, es- 
pecially the ones that are paying the 14-mill rate, the purchases are 
from the private companies in the area. 

We feel strongly that the Congress has a moral obligation to sup- 
port us in the request, as was gone into in some detail by Mr. Green 
which is a fund by which-we can continue our interim operations until 
such time as new contracts can actually be put into effect. 

Our work over the years in power matters led us to the G. & T.-SPA 
contracts, which were abrogated by the action of the Congress for 
this fiscal year. That is the reason we have appealed to you to assist 
us. It certainly would not only cost us in our operations if we were 
dumped out here as of June 30, without a fund by which power can be 

urchased and wheeled, but it would also throw us in the position of 

aving no strength in our negotiations, assuming that those negotia- 
tions might continue for some time. 

We hope that they will be concluded at a reasonably early date. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Woop. The only thing that we want to impress is that any 
negotiations will take some time, and we are not necessarily anxious 
to continue indefinitely. 

Now, I might say this, that it is our omc or understandin 
that probably in round figures, $400,000 of this year’s continuing fun 
will be turned back; that it will not all be used in the full amount, 
as appropriated. 

One last statement or suggestion to you is that at least one power 
company involved in the negotiations has brought into the picture 
that they lease certain facilities to the cooperative, and we are not 
receptive to that. And that might complicate the negotiations. 
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But we are attempting to negotiate a contract, of course, that we can 
secure maximum benefits from, and we know the power companies 
hope to secure maximum benefits to their side. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Gasan. Our next witness is Lloyd Evans, president of the 
KAMO Electric Cooperative, Vinita, Okla., and vice president of 
the Oklahoma Statewide Electric Cooperative. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Evans. 

Mr. Evans. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have just a very brief 
statement that is printed, that I would like to supplement with a 
verbal statement at this time. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Evans. Through my introduction there you see—it wasn’t 
mentioned I am president of the Indian Electric Cooperative at Cleve- 
land, Okla., president of the Kamo, and vice president of Statewide, 
but these honors and titles mean nothing to me. It is the responsi- 
bility that I have. That is merely to show you where my heart is in 
this rural electric program, just as a board member, as a layman, a 
volunteer worker for my people, the farm people. 

I have given 11 of the best years of my life to this rural electrifica- 
tion work, which has brought me to this point where I am now. 

I come up here, and leave my business at home and make these trips 
to appear before these committees with no selfish motive, other than I 
am deeply concerned in the program. 

In this connection, I think I would like to touch upon the morale 
issue and the human element. We don’t ask much. We merely ask 
you for a sufficient appropriation for southwest power administration 
to enable SPA to carry out its obligations to our generation and trans- 
mission cooperatives, so that we can live and continue to turn on the 
lights for our farm folks and keep them happy. 

Other witnesses here have presented and will resent the details of 
our needs and recommendations, and requests for the SPA budget, 
and operating funds. We are trying to follow the new philosoph 
of life, set out by this administration, as to the power program. We 
are doing our dead level best to deal with the utility companies, as the 
new administration has requested us to do. 

We have —— the attitude, as someone has said, “It is better to 
light a candle than to curse the darkness.” 

Albeit, we admit we are doing it with mixed emotions. Perhaps 
like seeing your favorite daughter drive your new car off a steep cliff 
to a chasm below. Gentlemen, I hope you will understand my deep 
feeling in this matter, which means so much for the welfare of our 
country folk. We meekly ask that you consider our rights to survive 
and progress. We would not come to you on this occasion and on any 
other occasions to ask for these small appropriations if we didn’t sin- 
cerely believe our cause is just. We are simple, God-fearing humble 
preachers. 

The amounts are so small, compared to others that you are asked to 
consider ; yet, they are so vital to us, and so important to the economy 
of rural America. 

I do not mean to criticize, but let us consider this comparison: I 
note that you have for considerations appropriations for the military, 
and no doubt, they will be allowed. Only one of many of these appro- 


J 
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priations that will run into billions of dollars. I might mention one 
item, for military construction of airfields in one foreign country 
alone, the fantastic sum of $136 million. Yes, for the security of our 
country. 

Genilewnen, we are asking the sum less than one-tenth of that, for 
the security of our rural-electrification program in an area of six 
great States in the Southwest, for the guaranty of adequate electric 
power at reasonable rates, to several hundred thousand farm homes, 
and the guaranty of full production of agricultural products for our 
markets and national well-being. 

Gentlemen, here is an item of national security. You cannot afford 
to overlook it. It means just as much in the fight against communism 
as do airfields, bombers, bullets, and atomic bombs. 

Gentlemen, that is all I will say. I leave it with you. I will not 
burden you with more words. I know you have a tremendous job 
on your hands to screen all these matters that come before this com- 
mittee. You are very kind, patient, and considerate. I know you 
have a tender heart. Out in Tulsa, Okla., we have a big furniture 
dealer named Bill Davis. He has on his advertising, he calls himself 
“Pigskin Davis,” and he says he has a tough hide with a tender heart. 

ay I express the sincere thanks to you and hope you will act upon 
this with a tender heart and use your best judgment. 

Now I yield my time to others of the group who follow me. Thank 

ou. 
* Mr. Jensen. That was a very fine statement. 

Mr. Evans. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Gagan. Our next witness is Mr. H. M. Dillon, manager, East 
Central Oklahoma Electric Cooperative at Okmulgee, Okla. 

(The formal statement of Mr. Evans follows:) 


STATEMENT oF EVANS, PRESIDENT OF KAMO ELeEctrRIC CooPpERATIVE, 
Fesruary 17, 1954 


Mr. Chairman and gentlenien, my name is Lloyd Evans. I am president of 
the KAMO BElectric Cooperative, Vinita, Okla., in whose behalf I wish to submit 
this brief statement for the record and for your consideration. 

On account of our situation in the Southwest area and our interconnection 
with the Southwestern Power Administration for our power supply, we are 
intensely interested in urging that the full budget for SPA be approved as asked 
for; and, further, that an ample sum be added thereto for use of SPA in buying 
power from, and paying wheeling charges to, the G. & T. cooperatives in its 
area, as per interim contracts made and being made to run through the fiscal 
year 1954-55. 

Necessity for this item and other information concerning the above subject 
are set out in detail in other statements filed today, to which it is very respect- 
fully asked that you give careful study and thought. 

Thank you. 


Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Dillon. 


Mr. Ditton. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
statement is very brief. 

I represent an intermediate proup of cooperatives, some six in num- 
ber, that lie in the south and the eastern portion of Oklahoma. 

Of these 6 cooperatives, 5 of them are members of neither of the 2 

neration and transmission cooperatives in Oklahoma, the Western 

armers Cooperative, and the KAMO Cooperative. In the case of 
my particular cooperative, we are on the borderline, and will eventu- 
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ally, as KAMO completes its construction, be 60 percent served by 
KAMO and 40 percent from SPA. 

I wish to say to the committee that we have had some very excellent 
cooperation from both Mr. Nelson, Administrator of REA, and from 
Mr. Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. I mean that di- 
rectly, not indirect, direct cooperation toward assisting us in working 
out such situations that have developed within the last 3 weeks’ time. 

I can certainly say that there is a real attempt being made on the 

art of both of the generation and transmission cooperatives in Okla- 
holak to get the job done, not to cry on someone’s shoulder, but to do 
something actively for ourselves. 

Supplementing the statement that was made earlier, I know that 
in the case of one of these cooperatives, its western farmers, in the 
western part of the State, that a preliminary contract was finally sub- 
mitted by one of the two major power companies in that area, and 
that that contract in its temporary form was strictly an attempt to 
lease, operate, and complete the status of the generation and trans- 
mission cooperatives. We do not believe that your committee wants 
that to happen any worse than we do, Mr. Jensen, and we think we 
will be able to work that out, this entire group, or practically the 
entire group. We met this morning with Mr. Aandahl, and felt that 
we got a very cordial reception. 

My statement stands as is written, and we certainly appreciate the 
opportunity and hope to have the favorable consideration of this com- 
mittee toward leaving a situation in the interim that we feel certain 
will continue until July 1, 1955. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Jensen. I want to say again that I don’t know of an REA 
co-op that doesn’t have men who are not able to run the business of the 
co-op. And certainly this committee would be the last group on earth 
to raed any REA to be taken over by anyone. And that goes for 
eve y: 

; r. Ditton. I think you have made yourself quite clear, Mr. 
ensen. 

Mr. Jensen. I certainly want the REA’s to run their own business. 
because I know they are capable of running their own business, and 
all eu nace is a fair, square deal. 

Mr. Ditton. We are delighted to hear you express yourself in that 


Thank you. 


Mr. Jensen. That comes from my heart. 
(The formal statement of Mr. Dillon follows :) 


SraTeMENT or H. M. Ditton, Memsaer, Apvisory COMMITTEE ON POWER FOR THE 
SouTHWEsT, FEBRUARY 17, 1954 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: My name is H. M. Dillon. 
I am manager of the East Central Oklahoma Electric Cooperative, Inc., of 
Okmulgee, Okla. Our cooperative serves some 6,000 rural consumers in the 8 
counties immediately south of Tulsa, Okla. We are but 1 of some 6 cooperatives 
in eastern and southern Oklahoma, the other 5 of which are 100 percent depend- 
ent on power from Southwestern Power Administration, Tulsa, Okla. Our 
cooperative will purchase some 60 percent of its power requirements from KAMO 
— Cooperative, Inc., Vinita, Okla., and the remaining 40 percent direct 
rom SPA. 
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An extremely critical power shortage exists throughout the entire Southwest. 
At the unanimous request of some 40 members of the boards of trustees of the 
6 cooperatives in our area in Oklahoma, we respectfully request that the com- 
mittee increase the President’s budget by an additional amount sufficient for 
power purchases and wheeling charges so that Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion may continue its present integrated operation with the 6 generating and 
transmission cooperatives in Oklahoma and Missouri. While negotiations are 
now well underway with some 8 major privately owned power companies in 
Missouri, Arkansas, and Oklahoma, it will be physically impossible to complete 
the necessary tie lines and interconnections for at least 15 to 18 months. With- 
out such funds for power purchases and wheeling charges, our 6 cooperatives 
will have no bargaining leverage and will be placed completely at the mercy of 
the 2 large privately owned power companies in Oklahoma. 

Such a private power monopoly in Oklahoma as would result from the failure 
of this committee to act as requested would endanger the loan security of over 
$80 million loaned by the Rural Electrification Administration to the G. & T., 
as well as the distribution, REA-financed cooperatives in the Southwest. 

May we respectfully urge this committee to act favorably on this matter that 
is so vital to the farmers and rural power users, some 27,000 of them, in eastern 
and southern Oklahoma. 


Mr. Gasan. The next witness will be Mr. Clyde T. Ellis, executive 
manager of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association—— 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. The statement of Mr. Ellis will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Crype Executive MANAGER, NATIONAL RURAL ELEcrTrRIc 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, IN SUPPORT OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR INTERIOR DEPART- 
MENT POWER MARKETING AGENCIES 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Clyde T. Ellis. 
I am executive manager of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association 
which is the national service organization for approximately 92 percent of all 
‘the rural electric systems in the United States and Alaska, serving over 31%4 
million farm families and rural establishments. 

These rural electric systems are very different in their organization, resources, 
and service areas from the major privately owned electric-utility companies. 
In general, the rural systems Serve sparsely. settled areas. They have pioneered 
the development of these areas where the commercial utility companies did not 
offer service for one reason or another. The service areas of the rural systems are 
in many instances, in difficult terrain, and, in general, present a much tougher 
problem to the distribution of central station electricity than do the normally 
heavily populated cosmopolitan centers served by the average power company. 
The rural electrics generally do not have the resources of either personnel or 
financing that are available to the major electric utility companies. This factor 
is, of course, somewhat inherent in their small size, but it is, nevertheless, an 
adversity that must be conquered in developing a sound rural electrification 

rogram. 
¥ The relative small size of these systems and the fact that they are 100 percent 
financed by the Rural Electrification Administration, which holds a first mort- 
gage on their entire property, makes it practically impossible for them to seek 
expansion capital in the epen market. They must come back to the Government 
for each additional construction loan. 

On the other hand, the record of the rural electric cooperatives has been 
phenomenal both in terms of loan repayment and in terms of electric energy 
sales. Of the approximately $2.8 billion outstanding in loans to rural electric 
systems, only a negligible amount (0.03 percent) of payments are.overdue. We 
used 13.1 billion kilowatt-hours of energy in fiscal 1953 compared to just over 1 
billion in 1942 and 11.5 billion in 1952. Our total load, in the country as a whole, 
grew approximately 15 percent in fiscal 1953. Our total power requirements cost 
us over $97 million for fiscal 1953. 

These figures are large in terms of growth but small by comparison with the 
electric utility industry as a whole. Unlike the great commercially owned utility 
company, the individual rural electric systems cannot take advantage of farflung 
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generation and transmission networks with installed capacities of several million 
kilowatts. We have always, in the past, had to purchase power in relatively 
small amounts from existing companies, or we have had to install relatively 
small generating plants of our own, or we have had to purchase relatively 
small amounts of energy from the Federal Government. The fact that the rural 
electric systems are small and newcomers to their field of endeavor has led many 
private companies to consider us as interlopers in a field of activity generally 
reserved for incorporate giants, and because of this and because we were 
financed by the Rural Electrification Administration, there has developed a close 
working relationship between the rural electric system on one hand and the 
Rural Electrification Administration and the Federal power marketing agencies 
on the other. 

Historically, our most advantageous source of wholesale power supply has 
been the power marketing agencies of the Federal Government. I do not mean 
to imply that relations between any particular Federal power agency and a 
particular cooperative have been perfect at all times, but I do mean to say that, 
in general, we have enjoyed the fairest rates, the friendliest treatment, and the 
best business relationships, as concerns our wholesale source of supply, with 
the Federal Government. 

There have been arguments between the power agencies and the cooperatives 
before; there are some rather severe misunderstandings concerning Federal 
power policy at the present time, and I expect that there will be other argu- 
ments in the future. However, the rural electric cooperatives have found it 
advantageous to purchase Federal power where it has been available to them, 
and, to the extent that additional Federal power facilities which will provide 
more energy for the rural electric systems are planned and constructed, the rural 
electric cooperatives will urge and support construction of such facilities. 

Our people do not, in any sense of the word, desire a monopoly in the field of 
electric power by the Federal Government, nor do we desire a monopoly by 
private utility companies in that field. The power facilities of the Federal Gov- 
ernment at the present time produce only 13 percent of the total national electric 
energy output, but the competitive influence of these facilities has, totally aside 
from the direct benefit to us, brought about inmrproved operating standards, a 
higher grade of service, and reduced rates from the private utility companies in 
the areas where the influence of Federal power has been felt. We do not sup- 
port the construction or operation of Federal power facilities simply because 
they are Government owned. We support them because they mean lower whole- 
sale rates to us, and we support only those projects from which power can be 
marketed to our systems. 

Nor do we advocate the Federal Government going into the distribution busi- 
ness anywhere. It sells its power wholesale, and we want it to stay in that 
field. 


SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 


We notice that in the budget for the fiscal year 1955, no construction funds 
whatever have been requested for the Southeastern Power Administration. This 
then is the second consecutive year in which the rural electric cooperatives of 
the Southeast can look forward to no Federal transmission facilities for the 
delivery of power to their load centers from 4 dams already in operation and 1 
under construction. Except in Virginia and a small portion of North Carolina, 
where the Virginia Electric & Power Co. is wheeling Federal power to prefer- 
ence customers for the account of the Government, the commercial utility com- 
panies have stood firmly by their demands that all of the power be sold to them 
at the busbar.. They are demanding an absolute monopoly over the distribution 
of Federal power, contrary to both the letter and spirit of the law. 

The key to the Federal power marketing situation in the Southeast lies 
probably, in the Interior Department’s decision on the Georgia Power Co. pro- 

1 now under consideration by the Secretary. The Georgia company pro- 
poses and demands that it be allowed to purchase the entire Georgia share of 
power from the Clark Hill Dam and agrees to pass on to the rural electric 
systems of Georgia as preference customers only approximately 10 percent of the 
benefits the company stand to gain from the inclusion of this project in its 
generating system. Purchasing for $9 per kilowatt per year the Georgia por- 
tion of Clark Hill capacity, the company stands to benefit approximately $1.5 
million per year above the cost of constructing and maintaining a similar amount 
of thermal capacity. In turn, the company agrees to pass on to the cooperatives 
in the form of slightly reduced rates approximately $150,000 per year. Coopera- 
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tives are preference customers; the company is not, and our people in Georgia 
can see no rhyme or reason for the propesal of the company ever being accepted 
by the Interior Department. 

The Georgia company is now purchasing the entire Georgia portion of Clark 
Hill power under an interim agreement, and is losing nothing during the nego- 
tiations. The entire output of Allatoona Dam in Georgia has gone to the same 
company since the dam was first completed. Similarly, the entire output of the 
Philpott Dam in Virginia is being temporarily purchased by the American Gas 
& Electric system, pending the outcome of the Georgia situation. The portion 
of John H. Kerr power allotted to North Carolina is also going to a private 
company under a similar interim agreement, pending the decision on the Georgia 
problem by the Secretary. Therefore, all of the Federal hydroelectric power that 
is and will become available in the Southeast will probably be marketed in ac- 
cordance with the principles set forth in the final arrangement worked out for 
Georgia. If the preference status of the Georgia co-ops is recognized by the 
Department, and if the cooperatives are granted a just share of the benefits from 
the Clark Hill project, the other companies will probably cooperate with us. 
If the Georgia company is allowed to purchase the entire Georgia portion of 
Clark Hill and to reserve most of the benefits for itself, then I am almost certain 
that the power companies adjacent to the other Federal dams in the Southeast 
will do likewise. The preference customers including the rural electric coopera- 
tives will, in that event, get few, if any, benefits from these projects. 

In our opinion, 1 or 2 Federal transmission lines in the Southeast would have 
avoided the present problem. We do not feel that it would have been at all 
necessary for the Southeastern Power Administration to build transmission 
facilities to the load center of every rural electric cooperative in the Southeast, 
We feel that 1 or 2 key transmission facilities capable of delivering a portion of 
the available Federal power would have provided the necessary bargaining tool 
with which to obtain equitable wheeling agreements. 

There is no money in the budget for fiscal 1955 for any transmission facilities 
in the Southeast, and there was not in fiscal 1954, and there was practically none 
in fiscal 1953. In fact, the only Federal transmission line ever begun by the 
Southeastern Power Administration—in South Carolina—was sold during the 
past year, while under construction. In relation to people in the Pacifie North- 
west and the Missouri Basin States, and to some extent in the Southwest, our 
people in the Southeast feel that they have been sold down the river. 

The single hopeful sign for the fiscal 1955 Southeastern Power Administration 
budget is the $1,200,000 item contained in the operation and maintenance request 
to cover the purchase of power and rental of facilities incident to the wheeling 
contract between the Government and the Virginia Electric & Power Co. 

We urge the subcommittee to appropriate the full amount for this item so that 
at least our people in Virginia and part of North Carolina may continue to enjoy 
the advantages of Federal hydroelectric power which has enabled them to save 
over $126,000 in the few months the VEPCO contract has been in effect. 

We also urge the subcommittee to direct or urge the Department of the 
Interior to come up with some practical plan and recommendation for delivering 
the Federal power from the several dams in the Southeast to the rural electric 
cooperatives and other preference customers. The Department of the Interior 
is woefully failing its lawful duty and responsibility to the people of the South- 
east with respect to the sale and delivery of power from several Federal dams. 
It is thus thwarting the expressed will of Congress. 


SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 


The $605,000 construction item contained in the fiscal 1955 budget for the 
Southwestern Power Administration includes no money for the start of new 
transmission facilities. These are all carryover funds. The rural electric sys- 
tems in the Southwest urge the support of the subcommittee for the following 
four items which it is proposed would be paid for out of the construction 
appropriation : 

Metering equipment 


Timpson substation 
Arkansas, Red, and White River Basin survey. 
Customer connections_ 
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The metering equipment item, we understand, will be used to defray the costs 
of high voltage metering transformers at points where the SPA transmission 
system interconnects with the systems of private utility companies and generation 
and transmission cooperatives which exchange power with the Government. 
The power supply situation of the entre Southwest and particularly that of 
the rural electric cooperatives is dependent upon the full integration of SPA, 
cooperative, and private utility company facilities. The $50,000 asked for the 
addition to the Timpson, Tex., substation is, we understand, for the purpose of 
increasing the delivery capacity available to the Deep East Texas Cooperative. 
The load of this cooperative has grown very rapidly as it has with most of our 
systems throughout the country. It is now estimated that the substation will be 
overloaded by the summer of 1954, and SPA has proposed to increase the capacity 
of this station to provide for the load growth of the cooperatives. We think this 
item is fully justified. 

The $15,000 item for participation by SPA in the Arkansas, Red, and White 
River Basin survey will probably save the Government many millions of dollars 
in the long run, We hope that the final report of this survey group will include 
plans for comprehensive development of the resources of the SPA area including 
irrigation, flood control, and production of hydroelectric energy at the most 
economical sites. We feel that a survey of our natural resources is extremely 
valuable in any section of the country, particularly here in the Southwest where 
alternate flood and drought have brought economic damage to the entire area. 

The $350,000 item for miscellaneous construction provides the funds for SPA 
to carry out the construction phase of placing into effect the marketing policies 
of the Department. It gives SPA flexibility in meeting the needs for unforeseen 
construction of protective devices and other equipment generally required for 
interconnection of the Government systems with private utility companies and 
rural electric cooperatives. We understand that each expenditure from the 
item must have secretarial approval, and we feel sure that the money can be 
appropriated with the knowledge that it will not be spent except as it is abso- 
lutely required. 


SPA CONTINUING FUND 
We note that this year for the first time, budget items for the purchase of 


power and rental of transmission facilities by SPA has not been included in the 
continuing fund authorization, but has been moved to the operation and mainte- 
nance item, of which $450,000 is earmarked for this purpose in the budget request. 
The action of the Congress last year specifically providing that the continuing 
fund authorization could not be utilized for the implementation of the original 
power exchange agreements between the generation and transmission cooper- 
atives of Missouri and Oklahoma and the Southwestern Power Administration, 
has virtually wiped out 6 years of careful planning by those responsible for the 
conception, design, and ultimate operation of these generation and transmission 
systems, 

The original agreement stipulated that SPA would lease some of the high 
voltage transmission facilities of the cooperatives for an annual rental that 
would defray the amortization costs of the lines. The agreements further pro- 
vided that SPA would purchase the output of the cooperative thermal plants at 
a high load factor and would, in turn, sell from the integrated Government- 
cooperative system to the cooperatives their entire energy requirements. The 
loans advanced by the Rural Electrification Administration for the construction 
of generation and transmission systems of the cooperatives anticipated the 
implementation of these contracts during the full loan repayment period of 35 
years, and the low-cost energy that it was estimated would result from the 
operation of these agreements was a major factor in establishing the economic 
feasibility of the cooperative generation and transmission networks, 

It is probably true that during the early years of the term of these contracts, 
the Southwestern Power Administration might pay higher transmission facility 
rentals than could be justified on the basis of the kilowatt hours wheeled over 
the systems of the cooperatives for the account of the Government, and might 
purchase more steam energy from some of the cooperative plants than would be 
resold to the same cooperatives. In the latter years of the contract term, 
however, the loads on the cooperative transmission facilities, and the other 
loads of the Government supplied from these transmission facilities, would grow 
to the point where the Government was actually receiving wheeling service in 
excess of its annual payments for the rental of the transmission and would sell 
to the cooperatives far more energy than it purchased from them. Therefore, 
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on an average, over the entire term of the contract, the Government would not 
pay for more transmission service than was rented and would not purchase more 
energy than it sold. Thus, the agreement would be good for both the Government 
and the farmers’ co-ops. 

The damage caused by the congressional action of last year results from the 
fact that during the first 1 or 2 or 3 years during which the generation and 
transmission systems operated, any wheeling fee paid to them by SPA on a 
unit kilowatt-hour basis, would be entirely insufficient to place the transmission 
facilities on an economic basis. Also during the first 1 or 2 or 3 years, the 
generation facilities of some of the cooperatives would be unable to operate 
economically unless a high plant factor were maintained through the purchase 
of cooperative energy by the Southwestern Power Administration as provided 
for in the original agreements—energy which SPA needs in order to firm up 
and supplement its hydropower needed by other customers. 

There has been much criticism of these contracts, especially as relates to the 
provision giving SPA an option to purchase, for a nominal price, some of the 
high voltage transmission facilities which they were to lease for the period of the 
contract. I am sure that no one, especially the rural electric cooperatives them- 
selves, object to the complete removal of the lease-purchase provision from the 
contract. It is our understanding that one of the principal reasons for the 
inclusion of this provision in the contracts was to assure the Government's 
ability to carry out its power sales contracts with other customers to whom power 
was wheeled for the account of the Government over the cooperative transmission 
network. If the Government were not in a position to control these transmission 
facilities at the end of the contract term, its ability to deliver to other customers 
over the facilities of the cooperative systems, might be jeopardized, and the Gov- 
ernment might, therefore, be placed in an unfavorable position with regard to 
those customers to whom it could not deliver. 

However, at any rate, we are informed that these lease-option provisions have 
been extensively modified so that the specific consent of the Congress is now 
required for the Southwestern Power Administration to exercise its option. 

The exercise of this option at the present time seems to be a rather mute 
question inasmuch as policy dictated by the congressional action of last year has 
made the original contracts inoperative by specifically denying utilization of the 
continuing fund authorization for the implementation of the existing contracts 
during fiscal 1954. 

Therefore, it appears obvious that the Congress intended that the very acute 
problem which faced the generation and transmission cooperatives, when the 
authorization to use the continuing fund for implementation of the original 
contracts was terminated, was to be solved by achieving an areawide integration 
of power facilities which would ultimately include agreements for exchange of 
power and wheeling services between the cooperatives, the Southwestern Power 
Administration, and the private utility companies serving the area. 

Pursuant to this apparent policy of the Congress, our people in the Southwest 
have diligently attempted, during the past year, to work out suitable long-term 
contracts with the power companies in the area and with the Southwestern Power 
Administration, and have simultaneously attempted to work out an interim ar- 
rangement with the Southwestern Power Administration. The short-term 
arrangement with the Government is, of course, required in order to provide the 
cooperative systems with enough time for the entire restudy of power generation 
and load distribution that is required in view of the congressional action. The 
original plans of the cooperatives, of course, made the basic assumption that the 
existing contracts would be carried out. 

Up until the present time, no long-term negotiations had been concluded for 
integration of the cooperative systems with the utility companies of the area. 
It is our understanding that some of the utility companies submitted proposals 
to the cooperatives, but they were completely unacceptable because they effectively 
provided for the lease of cooperative facilities by the private utility companies 
which would, of course, also be contrary to the policy established by the Congress 
with respect to these cooperatives last year. / 

The immediate problem then becomes one of assuring the generation and 
transmission cooperatives of at least a minimum market for their excess energy 
and of at least minimum wheeling charges for delivery of Federal hydropower 
to themselves and to other customers of the Government in their service areas. 

As we interpret the conference report on the Interior Department Appropria- 
tions Act for 1954, no funds whatever are authorized from the 1954 continuing 
fund for power exchange agreements between the Southwestern Power Admin- 
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istration and the generation and transmission cooperatives subsequent to Feb- 
ruary 28, 1954, which is about 10 days away. By contrast, those responsible for 
the day-to-day operation of the generation and transmission cooperatives inform 
us that even in the event that long-term agreements were consummated with 
private utility companies in the immediate future, the problems involved in the 
actual interconnection of the systems would require switching, metering, trans- 
formation, and protective equipment would probably take upward of an entire 
year to obtain and install. 

For this reason, our people in the Southwest are asking that whether the 
funds be included in a continuing-fund authorization as they have been pre- 
viously or whether they are included in the “Operation and maintenance” 
item of SPA’s budget as they are at the present time, that sufficient funds be 
wade available during the period from February 28 to June 30, 1954, and during 
the fiscal year 1955, so that the Southwestern Power Administration may pur- 
chase adequate quantities of cooperative energy and may pay the cooperatives 
adequate wheeling charges for actual energy delivered to Government customers 
over the transmission network of the cooperatives, to insure that the cooperatives 
will have sufficient time during which to work out satisfactory long-term 
arrangements with the Southwestern Power Administration and with the private 
utility companies in the area for the disposal of their surplus energy and for 
the utilization of their high-voltage transmission facilities. 

Our people were greatly disappointed that the Congress has decided to change 
its policy concerning the original agreements between the cooperatives and the 
Southwestern Power Administration, but I know that the generation and trans- 
mission cooperatives of the Southwest have sincerely attempted to carry out the 
will of the Congress as expressed last year. There have been numerous con- 
ferences since that time between cooperative officials and representatives of the 
Department of the Interior, and negotiations have been carried on between the 
cooperatives and the representatives of private utility companies in the area. 
Our people hope there is a possibility of somehow working out their problem on 
a long-term basis in accordance with the new policy—although apparently no 
possible solution will be anything like as good as the original contracts with 
SPA. We urge the subcommittee this year to help our people carry out its 
policy by providing SPA with the authorization and appropriations to purchase 
energy from the steam plants of the cooperatives and to pay the cooperatives 
wheeling fees for the use of their transmission facilities during the period 
between February 28 and June 30, 1954, and during the fiscal year 1955 so that 
our people will have at least a minimum of time during which to work out an 
ultimate plan for area-wide integration of electric facilities which would include 
disposal of their surplus energy and economic loading of their transmission 
facilities. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


The Bureau of Reclamation construction program for fiscal year 1955, accord- 
ing to budget estimates, will require approximately $122 million. We have, 
however, made as careful a study as is possible of all the construction projects 
that have been proposed by the Bureau for the purpose of determining which of 
them vitally affects the power supply of the rural electric systems in their 
respective areas. The following projects, as nearly as we can determine, directly 
affect power supplies of the rural electric systems as indicated. 

1. Bklutna project, Alaska.—This is a 30,000-kilowatt hydro project, for which 
the Bureau has requested $4,512,000 for construction during fiseal 1955, during 
which year project power is expected to be on the line. The Matanuska Blectrie 
Association of Palmer, Alaska, and the Chugach Electric Association of Anchor- 
age, Alaska, each expect to purchase an appreciable proportion of Eklutna power. 
REA has recently made the Chugach cooperative a $5 million loan for joint 
construction with the Alaska Railroad of another unit in their thermal plant 
at Anchorage which could be operated in conjunction with the hydro facilities at 
Eklutna. The Chugach cooperative is at present paying up to 4 cents per kilo- 
watt-hour for its wholesale energy, whereas power from the Eklutna project, it 
is estimated, wil cost approximately from 11 to 12 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

2. Palisades Dam and powerplant, Idaho—The Bureau has asked for $12.- 
150,000 to continue construction of this project during fiscal 1955. It has an 
ultimate installed capacity of 114,000 kilowatts, and the first unit is expected 
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Electric Cooperative of Idaho for a portion of the power from this plant. We 
hope that the subcommittee will recommend the full amount for the project. 
We are, however, somewhat alarmed by the fact that the Bureau of Reclamation 
has apparently made no request for funds to construct transmission facilities 
to deliver Palisades power out from the project which is located in a very remote 
section of eastern Idaho. It is our understanding that the Bureau has conferred 
on several occasions with representatives of the Utah Power & Light Co., and 
the Idaho Power Co., concerning the possibility of purchasing thermal energy 
to firm up this plant and in an attempt to work out transmission facilities with 
the companies. We are fearful that unless plans are formulated for either the 
construction or rental of transmission facilities with which to tie this plant 
to either the Bonneville Power Administration to the west of it, or with the 
Bureau system to the east of it, and to our rural electric co-ops of the area, the 
entire output of the plant may be sold to commercial utility companies from whom 
the rural electric cooperatives in that area have come to expect little benefit, 
even open hostility. 

8. The Fort Peck project, Circle substation addition—We understand that a 
portion of the $475,000 requested for the Fort Beck project during fiscal 1955 
will be used to increase the capacity of the Circle substation at Circle, Mont. 
The McCone County Electric Cooperative is served from this substation, and 
we hope that the Bureau will be allowed sufficient money to maintain adequate 
substation capacity to efficiently serve cooperatives. 

4. Kendrick project, Wyoming, Alcova powerplant.—The Bureau has requested 
$780,000 to continue construction of the Kendrick project including the 36,000 
kilowatt Alcova powerplant in Wyoming. This plant will be tied in with the 
Bureau’s western division plants in the Missouri River Basin system, and will 
provide additional energy supplies for the rural electric cooperatives of Wyom- 
ing and northern Colorado receiving service from the Bureau. A shortage of 
power in that area for the rural electric co-ops is imminent, according to the 
Bureau. 

5. The Siour Falls-Brookings-Watertown-Groton-Huron-Armour-Fort Randall- 
Gavins Point-Siouw Falls, 8. Dak., transmission loop.—The Bureau’s South 
Dakota transmission loop will deliver power from the Missouri Basin dams to 20 
rural electric distribution cooperatives served over the subtransmission network 
of the East River Electric Power Cooperative, Madison, S. Dak. It will also 
provide service to 12 distribution cooperatives in Iowa that will be served from 
the Sioux Falls substation over the subtransmission network of the Northwest 
Iowa Power Cooperative of Cherokee, Iowa. In addition, the southern portion 
of this loop between Fort Randall and Gavins Point will serve as a backbone 
transmission facility for the integration of these two projects. 

6. The Fort Randall-Oahe-Mowbridge-Garrison transmission line.—This is, 
of course, the backbone transmission system linking the Missouri River Basin 
dams, and we urge appropriation of funds to continue it. The rural electric 
systems of the eastern Missouri Basin area have subscribed to a very appreciable 
portion of the firm energy output of these projects. 

7. The Big Bend-Huron-W atertown-Granite Falls transmission line.—This facil- 
ity will provide an additional connection between the Bureau’s interconnected Mis- 
souri River Basin projects and both the eastern and western sides of the South 
Dakota transmission loop. It will thereby provide additional reliability of 
service to the Hast River Dlectric (transmission) Cooperative of South Dakota 
and the Northwest Iowa Power Cooperative. The portion of this transmission 
line between Watertown, S. Dak., and Granite Falls, Minn., was initially sug- 
gested by the Congress last year as a substitute for the more comprehensive 
transmission loop that had been previously proposed to serve the cooperatives 
of southwestern Minnesota. We hope that the committee will authorize funds 
to continue construction of the Watertown-Granite Falls portion of the line, but 
we regret that additional facilities were not authorized in southwestern Minne- 
sota. The cooperatives, the power companies, and the municipalities of Minne- 
sota worked out a joint plan under which the Bureau would build 230-kilovolt 
backbone facilities in southwestern Minnesota from which the private companies 
and cooperatives could each obtain service. We are still hopeful that additional 
Mieb- voltage backbone facilities can be constructed to bring Bureau power into 

Minnesota. 


Also, in connection with this line, I would like to call attention to the fact 
that only $8 million has been programed for this line during fiscal 1955. The 
line is estimated to cost $17 million in all, with additional major expenditures 
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being planned for the fiscal years 1958 and later. According to this schedule, 
energization of the line will not occur until December of 1956 at the earliest. 

This is 2 years and 9 months after power is scheduled from Fort Randall and 
a year and 8 months after Garrison comes on the line. It is even 2 months after 
initial generation is scheduled at Gavins Point. There will, therefore, be two 
of the dams in operation on the Missouri long before the line is complete under 
present scheduling. 

We sincerely hope that construction of this line can be speeded up so that our 
people in Minnesota will not have to pay the difference in cost between Federal 
power and power from their present sources for an extra 2 years. Minnesota 
cooperatives now pay an average of 13.9 mills per kilowatt-hour for power. 

8. Fargo-Granite Falls transmission line-—This would be a logical extension 
of the line from Watertown-Granite Falls. It would provide a second tie between 
the Bureau’s system in the Dakotas and the Granite Falls, Minn., substation, 
thereby greatly increasing the reliability of service into Minnesota. The line 
would also provide a second tie between the North and South Dakota loops and 
greater flexibility of power flow between the Bureau’s hydro generation and the 
thermal capacity of power companies in Minnesota and the Dakotas and G-T 
cooperatives in North Dakota. The line, in short, would be the link to provide 
reliable areawide integration of all generating capability, and would afford direct 
Bureau service to cooperatives in northeastern Minnesota. 

9. Garrison-Voltaire transmission line.—It is our understanding that this line 
is virtually complete and will provide a tie between the interconnected Missouri 
Basin dams and the Central Hlectric Cooperative of North Dakota, which oper- 
ates the 30,000-kilowatt William J. Neal steamplant at Voltaire from which 
power is transmitted to distribution cooperatives in North Dakota over facilities 
constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

10. The Jamestown-Fargo transmission line.—This facility will provide an 
additional point of interconnection between the transmission system of the Minn- 
kota Power Cooperative of Grand Forks, N. Dak., and the Central Electric Power 
Cooperative’s Voltaire steamplant. The Minnkota system serves 10 distribution 
cooperatives in north and northeastern Dakota and northwestern Minnesota. 

11. Edgeley, N. Dak.-Groton, S. Dak., transmission line.—This is 1 of the 2 new 
starts proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation for its Missouri Basin transmission 
service. It would provide a tie line between the northern end of the South Dakota 
loop and the southern end of the North Dakota loop, each of which will serve 
several generation and transmission cooperatives, which, in turn, serve many 
distribution cooperatives in North and South Dakota. It will also serve the 
member systems of the Northwest Iowa Power Cooperative as soon as Missouri 
Basin power is on the line. A tie of this sort will increase the reliability of serv- 
ice to all of these cooperatives and allow greater flexibility in the operation of the 
cooperatives’ steam plants and the Bureau’s hydro system. 

12. The Alcova, Wyo.-Gering, Nebr., transmission line.—This is the other new 
start proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation for its Missouri River system. It is 
designed to integrate the 36,000-kilowatt Alcova project in Wyoming into the 
Bureau’s western division system and will supplement the existing line serving 
the Kortes and Seminole projects. The rural electric systems in eastern Wyoming 
and northern Colorado will receive the benefit of this facility. 

13. Glendo unit, Wyoming.—Our people in the tristate area of Wyoming, Colo- 
rado, and Nebraska are most anxious that the Glendo unit of the Missouri River 
Basin project be placed under construction as soon as possible. It will be recalled 
that the project was initially authorized as part of the Missouri Basin project in 
the Fleod Control Act of 1944, but no power facilities were authorized at that 
time because of the fact that preliminary planning had indicated that legal con- 
trol of the water of the North Platte River would preclude the development of 
appreciable quantities of hydro electricity. 

However, subsequent to authorization, detailed construction plans indicated 
that larger reservoirs to include both power and irrigation water would be possi- 
ble, and we are informed that the Supreme Court of the United States entered a 
decree in May of 1953 which modified the original provisions governing the dis- 
posal of the water. And inasmuch as each of the States involved participated in 
the litigation at that time, the only further administrative action that is now 
required is approval of the definite planning report by the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

However, as the subcommittee well knows, the Interior Department appropria- 
tions bill for fiscal 1954 specifies that no funds ean be used for the Glendo unit 
until congressional approval is obtained. The Glendo plant itself will have an 
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installed capacity of 24,000 kilowatts, and the reregulation provided by this dam 
will make it possible to install 48,000 kilowatts of additional capacity at the 
Pathfinder Dam, upstream, which is already completed, except for power 
installations. 

Our people in the tristate area are in the process of forming a generation and 
transmission cooperative, and are hopeful that the Congress will approve the 
Glendo project, including power facilities, for construction at an early date, so 
that its capacity may be available for integration with the steam plant of the 
G-T cooperative and for direct sale to distribution cooperatives in the Colorado, 
Wyoming, Nebraska tristate area. 

These are the facilities proposed for construction in fiscal 1955 by the Bureau 
of Reclamation which we feel will be of very direct benefit to the rural electric 
systems. They are all self-liquidating facilities that will be paid for by those who 
utilize them. They represent generation facilities that will bring additional Fed- 
eral power capacity on the line as in the case of the Alcova powerplant, will 
increase the reliability of the Bureau’s transmission system as in the case of the 
line between Edgeley, N. Dak., and Groton, S. Dak., and will provide for the 
integration of new generation into the Bureau’s system such as the line from 
Alcova, Wyo., to Gering, Nebr. We, therefore, urge the subcommittee’s favorable 
consideration of all these projects. 


MISSOURI BASIN MARKETING CRITERIA 


During the past several months there has been much discussion of the new 
Department of the Interior power policy and the new Missouri River Basin 
marketing criteria which, in effect, are a new set of rules governing the policy 
under which power from the Missouri Basin hydro projects will be marketed. 
Probably no one thing in the entire history of the Federal power program has 
disturbed our people in the Bureau of Reclamation’s service area more than has 
this criteria. 

Our people feel that the policy and practices set forth in the policy and criteria 
represent a breach of the preference provisions of the law under which Federal 
power has been marketed for many years and presents them with the practi- 
cally impossible choice of either paying a rate penalty to protect adequate power 
for their anticipated load growth or face exhaustion of their quota of Federal 
power within a 2-year period. Even then they will run out of power, for there 
will be less in any case under the new policy and marketing criteria. 

The criteria is, itself, an involved technical statement of policy subject to 
varied interpretations, but we think that its provision will, without question, 
increase power costs and reduce supply to the rural electric systems who are 
anticipating service over the Bureau’s system from the Missouri River dams. 
Although our people have expressed many detailed objections and questions con- 
cerning the interpretation of the criteria and new power policy, I feel that their 
objections may be reduced to five principal points: 

First, the criteria, in conjunction with the new eastern and western Missouri 
Basin rate schedules, recently approved by the Federal Power Commission, 
forces any cooperative which desires to reserve generating capacity to meet its 
normal anticipated load growth beyond a 2-year period, to pay a rate penalty 
in the form of a minimum annual capacity charge. If the cooperative is not 
able to pay a penalty or does not wish to do so, it may not reserve power beyond 
a 2-year supply. But the criteria provides that the contract rate of delivery 
will remain constant during the term of the contract so that the cooperaive, if 
it does not reserve capacity for load growth beyond a 2-vear period, will either 
be forced to turn to alternative higher-cost source power after 2 years or stop 
growing. This is a difficult. if not impossible choice for many of our systems 
to make, and I am not sure that any of them are able to solve the dilemma. 

Second, we believe that the new criteria denies us our full preference rights 
under the law by setting up a quasi-preferential class of customer consisting of 
power companies serving areas which have, in the opinion of the Secretary of 
the Interior, come to depend upon Bureau of Reclamation power over a period 
of years. This class of quasi-preferential customers would be entitled to full 
preference rights in the purchase of Missouri River Basin power, even to the 
exclusion of the preference customers themselves, even to the exclusion of farm- 
ers and ranchers which they have failed or refused to serve. Officials of the 
Department of the Interior have stated that the Mountain States Power Co., 
for instance, will be granted preference rights in the purchase of a block of 
Missouri River Basin power on a long-term nonwithdrawal contract. Consider- 
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ing the fact that the Department has admited there is not sufficient power to 
meet even the needs of the preference customers in the Missouri Basin, it seems 
inconceivable that preference rights should be granted to a commercial utility 
company so that they may take power from preefrence customers that have been 
established under the law by Congress. 

Third, we feel that by establishing the arbitrary level of average water year 
system capability as the minimum point to which the Bureau's system will be 
firmed up by purchase of steam energy, the criteria deny the preference cus- 
tomers firm power which they need, and make additional usable power available 
to commercial power companies. 

Fourth, the new power policy states that hereafter, the Government will not 
oppose the construction of dams or transmission facilities by local interests. 

The “local interest” in practically all cases would be the power companies, 
for only they, for the most part, are big enough to do it. It also means that they 
would build only the better projects, like Roanoke Rapids, for instance, on the 
Roanoke River in North Carolina. There they waited until the Federal Govern- 
ment had built the big multipurpose Kerr Dam, a control dam, and then they 
obtained a permit from the Federal Power Commission and are building the 
low-head Roanoke Rapids power dam. It is a gold mine. They not only did 
that; they have obtained accelerated tax amortization certificates from the 
Federal Government which will amount in benefits to them of more than the 
total cost of the dam. In other words, the Federal Government is paying for 
the dam for the company. 

Fifth, the new power policy also indicates that the Federal Government will 
minimize the building of transmission lines in the future, and it talks about 
selling power to preference customers who are in position to take it. Well, 
many preference customers will never get it without the transmission lines and, 
therefore, the preference clause would again be thwarted. This would be par- 
ticularly true in areas where the power companies do not have facilities or where 
they will not permit their facilities to be used for wheeling such as is the case 
in Georgia today. 

Our people have asked the Secretary to postpone imposition of the criteria 
nntil the Congress has had a chance to examine it, and until the affected co- 
operatives have had an opportunity to study their long-range power needs. The 
Secretary has told us that he will not postpone application of the criteria, and 
I regret to say that some of our people in the Missouri Basin have found it 
necessary to take steps to seek legal remedies against the Department, however 
meager they may be. 

In putting the new criteria into effect, the Department states that one of its 
purposes is to prevent one preference customer from oversubscribing his actual 
power needs and thereby depriving other preference customers of their just 
portion of the power. As a matter of fact, exactly the opposite has been our ex- 
perience in the past. Nearly all of the preference customers in the Missouri 
Basin were actually purchasing power at almost exactly their contract demand 
or slightly above it. Very few, if any of them had contracted for more power 
than was actually needed, and we can, therefore, see no valid reason for a change 
in the marketing policies. 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 


The rural electric cooperatives and public utility districts of the Northwest 
which are served from the facilities of the Bonneville Power Administration 
have all requirements contracts. That is, Bonneville, as the power supplier, 
agrees to supply the entire needs of the distribution agency. Therefore, our sys 
tems in that area are entirely dependent upon Bonneville for the supply of their 
energy. Our loads in the Northwest are growing rapidly, as are the loads of 
other distribution agencies, and we urge the subcommittee to appropriate suf- 
ficient funds to integrate the new generation of McNary, Chief Joseph, Albeni 
Falls, Lookout Point, and other projects nearing completion. Three years are 
normally required to construct major transmission lines and substations. Bonne- 
ville’s program for fiscal 1955, therefore, contemplates the completion of all 
the additional generating capacity that is scheduled to be in service by 1958. By 
that time, it is estimated that something over 5 million kilowatts of capacity 
will be available from Federal plants in the Northwest for transmission over 
the Bonneville system. Major transmission facilities are now planned to handle 
a noncoincidental peak of 5.75 million kilowatts of power for delivery to major 
load centers in 1958 which is an increase of some 2.4 million kilowatts over 
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January 1954 rates of delivery. Delays or slippages in transmission facilities 
requested to integrate this additional generation would probably result in a loss 
of stability on the Bonneville system, and in protracted outages for the rural 
electric systems and other distribution and generation agencies served by 
Bonneville. 

In addition to a general endorsement of facilities required to tie in new gen- 
erating plants with the existing system, we have, as the case of Bureau of 
Reclamation requests, made as careful a survey as possible to determine which 
of the requests made by Bonneville for fiscal 1955 will directly benefit the rural 
electric systems and public utility districts of the area which are REA borrow- 
ers. In conformance with the results of our survey, we urge the subcommittee 
to recommend the requests for appropriations for the following particular items: 

1. Bellingham substation—This will be a 150,000 kilovolt-ampere substation 
which will supply both the Puget Sound Power and Light Co. and the Whatcom 
County Publie Utility District. The energization date of the substation has been 
moved up one year because of location of an oil refinery in the area. The What- 
com County PUD will purchase power to serve the refinery from the Pend Oreille 
Public Utility District’s Box Canyon hydro project. Power will be transmitted 
over the Bonneville facilities from Box Canyon to Bellingham and Bonneville will 
be paid wheeling charges on this power. 

2. McNary substation.—In addition to providing for the connection between 
the McNary powerhouse and main transmission grid, this item will provide an 
interconnection with the Pacific Power & Light Co.’s Pasco-Hermiston trans- 
mission line at McNary. The addition of the interconnection will benefit the 
Pacific Power & Light Co. and improve reliability of service to the Columbia 
Basin Cooperative and the Umatilla Electric Cooperative by reducing the trans- 
mission distance from the source of generation to the cooperatives load. 

8. Southwestern Oregon loop service-—We understand that an additional 20,000 
kilovolt-ampere stepdown transformer is included in this item for installation 
at Bonneville’s Redmond, Oreg., substation by the fall of 1954. This transformer 
is required to serve the increasing loads of the Central Electric Cooperative and 
the Midstate Electric Cooperative. 

4. Coos Bay area service.—Previously, the transmission line between the 
Nickel Mountain substation near Riddle, Oreg., to the coastal area in the vicinity 
of Norway was approved. At the present time, the entire Oregon coastal area 
in the Gold Beach area is served by two lines, one owned by Bonneville and the 
other by the California Oregon Power Co. We understand that because of dis- 
tances involved, and the size of the lines, the load in the area is in excess of the 
line capability, and interruptions in service to entire communities have been 
frequent and prolonged. 

However, we understand that plans for the east-west line between the Riddle 
substation and the coastal area have been suspended subsequent to Interior’s sale 
of the Redmond-Klamath Falls line to the California Oregon Power Co. and 
provided for delivery by the company for the account of the government of 
65,000 kilowatts to the defense load at Nickel Mountain. We also understand 
that an alternate plan is being considered by Bonneville to increase the reliability 
of service to the southwestern Oregon coastal area, and we urge the subcommittee 
to approve these funds which may be used for an alternate plan. We would like 
to emphasize that the Coose-Curry Electric Cooperative and the Lane County 
Electrie Cooperative, serving the area between Gold Beach and Eugene, Oreg., 
are extremely concerned over the inadequacy of present facilities, and it is our 
hope that in the event that the Riddle-Norway line is ultimately discarded, that 
an alternate facility can be built at the earliest opportunity. We also recommend 
approval of the funds contained in this item for rehabilitation of the Coos Bay- 
McKinley transmission line which was purchased from the California Oregon 
Power Co. to provide direct service to Bonneville’s customers in the Gold Beach 
area including the Coose-Curry Electric Cooperative. We understand that this 
line is obsolete and funds are required to rebuild it. 

5. Warden substation addition.—It is estimated that the peak loads of the 
Big Bend Electric Cooperative which receives service from the Warden sub- 
station, will increase from 1,390 kilowatts in 1956 to 2,200 kilowatts in 1962, and 
Bonneville proposes to install an additional 60,000 kilowatts of transformer 
capacity in the substation in order to keep abreast of the loads of not only the 
Big Bend Electric Cooperative, but also the Grant County Public Utility District 
and the United States Bureau of Reclamation, in addition to the Washington 
Water Power Co., all of which receive service from this particular station. 

6. Tillamook service.—A portion of the $470,000 requested for this item is for 
construction of a transmission line from Forest Grove, Oreg., via Timber, Oreg., 
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to the vicinity of Tillamook, including a substation at Timber and added trans- 
former capacity at Tillamook. The Timber substation will serve the West 
Oregon Electric Cooperative and the Tillamook substation on the line will also 
serve increased loads of the Tillamook County Public Utility District. 

7. Eugene-Reedsport area service.—This item includes additions to the Eugene 
substation of transformer facilities to serve the Lane County Electric Cooper- 
ative. In addition, a second 6,000-kilovolt-ampere transformer will be installed 
at the same substation to serve the Douglas Electric Cooperative. 

8. North Santiam Valley.—These funds are for construction of a substation 
at Lyons, Oreg. which provides service to the Benton-Lincoln Electric Coopera- 
tive and other customers of the Bonneville Power Administration. Energization 
is scheduled during 1954. 

9. Other transmission facilities (southwest area)—In this category are listed 
substation facilities for the Benton-Lincoln Electric Cooperative and Douglas 
Electric Cooperative. The rapid increase of expanding timber and wood prod- 
ucts industry loads in the service areas of the Douglas Cooperative have made 
it necessary to install additional substation facilities at the Drain substation. 
Facilities are required to meet cooperative industrial load. 

10. Idaho-Panhandle.—A new transformer at Bonneville’s Newport switching 
station on the Newport-Sandpoint-Bonners Ferry line is being installed to pro- 
vide direct service to the Pend Oreille County Public Utility District and the 
Pend Oreille Electric Cooperative. 

11. Columbia Falis service—The Flathead Electric Cooperative has asked 
Bonneville for a 34.5 kilovolts point of delivery at the new Columbia Falls sub- 
station on the Kalispell-Hungry Horse transmission line. Bonneville’s tem- 
porary Hungry Horse substation will be retired from service as soon as the 
cooperative is switched from the present temporary hookup over to the new 
Columbia Falls substation. 

12. Goldendale substation transformer additions.—These additions are re- 
quired to serve the increased energy requirements of the Klickitat County Public 
Utility District, and Bonneville is proposing, in addition, to serve the require- 
ments of Wasco Electric Cooperative’s Klondike, Oreg. service area from the 
same substation. The plan has been worked out jointly between the public 
utility district, the cooperative, and Bonneville, under which both the public 
utility district and the cooperative will construct 69-kilovolt-ampere trans- 
mission facilities. The power will be transferred over the lines of the public 
utility district to the cooperative. Studies indicate that loads on the sub- 
station at Goldendale will increase from 6,925 kilowatts in 1955 to 12,495 kilo- 
watts in 1963. 

13. Other facilities (southeast area).—Bonneville has requested $227,000 for 
other customer service facilities in the southeast portion of its system. A 
portion of these funds will be used to inerease the capacity of the Bingen sub- 
station serving the Klickitat Public Utility District, a portion will be used to 
add transformer capacity to the Hood River substation serving the Hood River 
Electric Cooperative and increase capacity of the White Swan substation to serve 
additional sprinkler irrigation loads of the Benton Rural Electric Association at 
Prosser, Wash. In addition, there are also funds included in this item for 
increasing the size of the transformation at the Pendleton, Oreg., substation 
which serves the power requirements of the Eastern Oregon Hlectric Cooperative 
in the rural areas of Umitilla County. The loads of this cooperative are increas- 
ing very rapidly as the farmers of this area receive service, and, in addition, 
several sawmills in the cooperative area have further increased its requirements 
at the Pendleton point of delivery. 


Bonneville Power Administration—operation and maintenance 


We are greatly concerned over the fact that appropriations requests for Bonne- 
ville’s power marketing operations have already been sharply reduced for fiscal 
1955. These funds are used for the financing of management functions designed 
to achieve maximum utilization of generating capacity, stream flow and water 
storage through the integrated transmission system. These functions also aim 
to assure that the Federal investment in transmission facilities is economical 
‘and financially feasible. The funds also are required for the preparation of 
load estimates and to plan new transmission capacity as it is required. 

We understand that a portion of this reduction is to be achieved by transferring 
to customers some of the duties customarily performed for them by Bonneville. 
The money that will be saved is extremely small relative to the overall Bonneville 
budget, and we believe that the loss of efficiency inherent in dispersing power 
planning activities such as these will more than offset any apparent small saving. 
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We feel it is very foolish to jeopardize the stability of one of the largest high 
voltage transmission networks in the world in return for a relatively few dollars. 
We ask that the full amount be restored for the power marketing item. 

I think it is extremely significant that most of the funds required to provide 
customer service facilities in conformance to Bonneville’s established policy are 
really to increase the transformer capacity at substations which serve the rural 
electrics and other customers in the area. This is an excellent indication of the 
way in which the loads of rural systems have been building throughout the year. 


SUMMARY 


Throughout the country, Southeast, Northwest, Southwest, and in the Bureau 
of Reclamation area of the Midwest, all of our systems report rapidly increasing 
loads and in many areas, power is either too high in price or too short in supply. 
In summary, I would like to emphasize the following points: 

1. The lack of appropriations for transmission facilities in the service area 
of the Southeastern Power Administration has left the power companies in a 
position in those States where they are able, except in South Carolina, where the 
cooperatives have built their own transmission, and in Virginia and a little of 
North Carolina where the Virginia Electric & Power Co. is wheeling for the 
account of the Government, to take all of the power and energy of the Federal 
projects at the busbar, practically excluding the preference customers from any 
reasonable proportion of the benefits from these projects. 

2. Generation and transmission cooperatives in the Southwest face ruination 
and possible sellout to the commercial utility companies unless the Congress 
reverses its policy of last year—when it evidently relied on unfulfilled statements 
of the power companies—and reinstates the original contracts that were signed 
by the Department of the Interior and the cooperatives. The original contracts 
provided for the lease of cooperative transmission facilities by the Southwestern 
Power Administration and for the purchase of the output of the steam plants 
of the cooperatives by the Southwestern Power Administration. We urge the 
subcommittee to authorize use of the SPA continuing fund to implement the 
original contracts, and we think it inconceivable that the Congress would adopt 
the policy of destroying contracts negotiated several years ago between the 
Federal Government and the people which constitute the Government. 

3. We urge the subcommittee to support the Bureau of Reclamation funds that 
have been requested for transmission facilities to serve the cooperatives in North 
and South Dakota, Minnesota, Wyoming, Montana, Iowa, and northern Colorado 
from Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation power plants in the eastern 
and western divisions of the Missouri River Basin. We also urge the subcom- 
mittee to appropriate funds requested to continue construction of the Palisades 
project in Wyoming and the Eklutna project in Alaska. 

The people in the Missouri Basin States are deeply disturbed over the appli- 
cation of the new Interior power policy and Missouri River Basin marketing 
criteria. In our opinion, they bestow a quasi-preferential status on commercial 
power companies at the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior. These com- 
panies so designated would have full preference rights for the purchase of power 
from the Bureau of Reclamation facilities to the exclusion of the rural electric 
cooperatives and other customers designated as preference agencies under the 
laws passed by the Congress. The criteria also presents the cooperatives in the 
Missouri Basin with the alternative of paying penalty charges to reserve power 
for load growth beyond a 2-year period, or of contracting for only a 2-year load 
growth, thereby facing exhaustion of their allotment of Federal power. We 
urge the subcommittee to seek a postponement of the imposition of the Missouri 
Basin criteria so that the Congress may have an opportunity to examine it care- 
fully, and so that our people of the area may study their future requirements to 
minimize their damages under the criteria. I am attaching to this statement a 
separate sheet listing some of the differences between the old established power 
policy and the new policy and marketing criteria put into effect during the past 
several nonths. The effect of the new policy on the rural electrics is also shown. 

Finally, I would like to include for the record copies of Resolutions 19, 20, 21, 
24 and 28, all of which were unanimously passed by the 12th Annual Meeting 
of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, in which nearly 6,000 of 
rina people participated at Miami, Fla., during the week of January 11 through 


Resolution No. 19 urges withdrawal of the Interior Department’s new power 
policy and marketing criteria and asks that no changes be made in the established 
policies without prior consultation with rural electric system representatives. 
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Resolution No. 20 asks that the Congress retain and protect the preference 
principle of power marketing policies as it affects rural electric cooperatives. 

Resolution No 21 specifically requests that the Georgia Electric Membership 
Corp., a statewide organization of our systems in Georgia, be allowed to purchase 
the entire output of the Georgia side of Clark Hill for distribution to commer- 
cial power companies. 

Resolution No. 24 urges that the Congress appropriate necessary funds for 
transmission facilities to integrate Federal power facilities and to deliver power 
from them to load centers of preference customers. This resolution further asks 
that the rights of the preference customers be recognized and that their needs be 
met before contracts are made with commercial utilities for the disposal of Fed- 
eral power. 

Resolution No. 28 urges that the Congress require the Department of the In- 
terior to comply with the preference provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
and asks that adequate continuing and construction funds be made available to 
the Southwestern Power Administration and the Southeastern Power Administra- 
tion so that these agencies may make Federal power available to preference 
agencies as directed by the Congress. 

We ask that the subcommittee recommend sufficient funds for the Bonneville 
Power Administration construction program so that additional sources of gen- 
eration in the Northwest may be adequately integrated with the existing Bonne- 
ville system, and we request that the subcommittee give favorable consideration 


to the Bonneville customer facility requests that we have mentioned . 


Changes in Federal power policy and Missouri Basin marketing criteria 


Traditional policy 


New rules 


Effect on cooperatives 


1. Power requirements of preference 
customers supplied as required 
with power increments avail- 
able to meet load growth. 


2. Wholesale rate to preference cus- 


tomer based on actual power 
used. 


3. Wholesale firm power sold to 
wer companies with- 
wable basis only. 


4. Strong Federal policy aimed to 
secure congressional authoriza- 
tion of additional Federal gen- 
eaten, and transmission facili- 


5. Government allowed minimum 
of 1 mill per kilowatt-hour to 
power companies and genera- 
tion and transmission coopera- 
tives alike for wheeling charges 
on firm power. 


6. Government generally purchased 
maximum economical quanti- 
ties of thermal energy to make 
maximum quantities of firm 
power available to preference 
customers. 

7. Rates for Government power de- 
signed to pay out project and 
provide yardstick against which 
to measure rates and practices 
of private companies. 

8. Government assumed primary 
responsibility for comprehen- 
sive development of river basins 
on multiple-purpose basis. 


Government will not, during 
term of contract, increase 
»ower delivery rate to meet 
oad growth of preference cus- 
tomers. 


Wholesale rate to preference cus- 
tomer based on contract de- 
mand. 


Wholesale firm power sold to 
power companies on nonwith- 
drawable 20-year basis. 


Specific formalized policy ab- 
solving the Government of all 
utility responsibility and all 
responsibility to provide 
added electric service when 
needed. 

Government allows power corn- 
anies maximum of 1 mill per 
jlowatt-hour for wheeling 

firm power but may allow 
generation and transmission 
cooperative considerably less 
than 1 mill per kilowatt-hour 
for similar service. 

Purchases of thermal energy 
will be minimized. This will 
generally reduce the firm 
energy available from the proj- 
ect and increase peaking 
capacity. 

Government will decrease differ- 
ential between its rates and 
rates or private companies by 
raising Federal rates. 


Private companies are encour- 
aged to build any project or 
portion of project which they 
are willing to undertake. 


Cooperative must choose bet ween 
contracting for more power 
than it needs to protect its 
future supply or exhaust its 
quota of Federal power in a 
short time. 

If cooperative tries to contract for 
more than its minimum re- 
quirements, it must pay a rate 
penalty. 

No power increments can be 
made available to cooperatives 
to meet load growth unless such 
increments are initially re- 
served at extra cost. 

Cooperatives must look to high 
cost thermal generation at from 
2 to 3 times present Federal 
rates for additional sources of 
power and energy. 


Places generation and transmission 
cooperatives at a financial dis- 
advantage in applying for Fed- 
eral power as contractors for re- 
sale, in lieu of wheeling for ac- 
count of Government. 


Increases potential benefits to 
power companies and reduces 
potential benefits to preferred 
customers. 


Will raise rates of Federal power 
and increase operating costs of 
cooperatives. 


Power companies will build most 
profitable projects and thereby 
disrupt comprehensive basin 
development plans, raise cost 
of Federal power, and retain 
for themselves the benefits 
which belong to the people. 
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RESOLUTION No. 19 


Whereas the new Interior power policy for the country and the new Missouri 
Basin power marketing criteria—which is an extension of that policy in the Mis- 
souri Basin—strike at the heart of the rural electrification program in every 
State where the rural electric systems now purchase, or expect to purchase in 
the future, federally generated power ; and 

Whereas the new Interior power policy calls for the building only of multi- 
purpose dams which others will not build—which means the choice sites will go 
to the commercial power companies—and calls for the building of fewer trans- 
mission lines—which means that the power companies will buy more of the power 
at the bus bar to the exclusion of the rural electrics ; and 

Whereas the marketing criteria started as an “all-out” attack to the extent 
that the claimed powers of the Secretary of the Interior would allow, and even 
as revised under date of December 11, 1953, still constitute an apparent deliberate 
and direct attack upon the preference clauses of Federal marketing statutes, 
which are so important to the farmers of this country ; and 

Whereas the criteria will cause irreparable damage to our rural electric sys- 


tems by: 

(1) Arbitrarily limiting the amount of firm power available to preference 
customers to an inefficiently low standard, thereby also reducing Government 
revenues at the expense of the preferred customers and the Government ; 

(2) Refusing to give preferred customers contractual protection without the 
payment of penalties so heavy that it would destroy the financial stability of 
many rural systems ; 

(3) Providing for long-term contracts with nonpreference customers without 
a withdrawal clause, in abrogation of preference rights granted by law to our 
rural systems ; 

(4) Limiting the area of service and thereby making it impossible for some 
preference customers ever to receive any Government marketed power ; 

(5) Officially ending the “postage stamp” rate which provided that all cus- 
tomers pay the same price regardless of distance from the dam ; and 

(6) Introducing a minimum annual capacity charge that is both unnecessary 
for the protection of the Government and costly to the rural electric systems ; and 

Whereas the Department of the Interior has also announced that it will not 
continue its long established policy of insisting that the cost of power produced 
in multipurpose projects be determined on an incremental cost of equitable pro- 
portionate cost basis, but will leave cost allocations to the agencies which build 
the projects—meaning higher cost to the rural electrics because of formulas 
applied by the other agencies; and 

Whereas these changes in well-established power policies which have operated 
successfully in the past are unwarranted and have been adopted without consul- 
tation with the chosen representatives of the people and rural systems involved ; 
and therefore constitute an apparent deliberate attempt to damage our rural 
systems: Now, therefore, 

Be it resolved, That we, the delegates to the annual meeting of the National 
Rural Electric Cooperative Association, meeting in Miami, Fla., January 14, 1954, 
strongly condemn this new policy and marketing criteria of the Department of 
the Interior; and that we pledge ourselves to use every effort to defeat this 
attempt to cripple our fine program; and that we do hereby request the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to withdraw immediately the policy and marketing criteria 
and to make no changes in established power policies affecting our rural systems 
without prior consultation with the representatives of the rural systems, chosen 
by them for that purpose. 

The Secretary is instructed to send copies of this resolution to (1) the Presi- 
dent of the United States; (2) every Member of Congress; and (3) the Secretary 
of the Interior. 


Resovution No. 20 


Be it resoWwed, That we again urge upon the Members of Congress the reten- 
tion and protection of the preference clause in legislation pertaining to the 
development of our natural resources, insofar as the distribution of resulting 
electric power is concerned. 


1527 


Resotution No. 21 


Be it resolved, That funds be made available to the Southeastern Power Ad- 
ministration for construction of transmission lines from Clark Hill Dam to 
serve preferred customers, and if that is not done, that the proposal of the 
Georgia EHlectric Membership Corp. (statewide) to purchase the entire output 
of the Georgia side of Clark Hill Dam for distribution to preference customers 
and commercial power companies in the area to assure greatest benefits to all, 
be approved by the Department of the Interior, as opposed to the bus-bar sale 
of the power to the Georgia Power Co., with almost the entire benefit going 
to that company ; and be it further 

Resolved, That if a policy of sale at the bus bar is followed by the United 
States Government in the distribution of electric power generated at Federal 
hydroprojects, the Rural Electrification Administration make available funds 
for construction of transmission lines by rural electric cooperatives, so that 
power generated at Federal hydroprojects can be made available to preference 
— as directed by the United States Congress in the Flood Control Act 

1 


ReEso.ution No. 24 


Whereas there are a great number of hydroprojects throughout the United 
States for the development of low-cost electric power ; and 

Whereas these projects are needed to meet the requirements for electric power 
in the Nation; and 

Whereas there is a need for the acceleration of the program of conservation 
and control of our river basin waters for power, irrigation, and flood control, 
the benefits of which are essential for the long-term prosperity of the Nation; 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we, the delegates to this 12th Annual Meeting of the NRECA, 
assembled January 11-14, 1954, do hereby urge Congress to: 

1. Appropriate necessary funds for the construction and completion of all 
multipurpose hydroprojects approved by proper authorities and meeting the 
specifications laid down for feasible multipurpose dam construction, and by way 
of illustration, but not exclusive of other such projects as the following dams: 
Alabama-Coosa, Jim Woodruff, St. Lawrence, Niagara, Missouri Basin, Oahe, 
Buffalo Rapids, Glendo, Yellowtail, Frying Pan-Arkansas, Table Rock, Keystone, 
McGee Bend, Grier Ferry, Eufula, Hells Canyon, lee Harbor, Hartwell, Upper 
Columbia, Buford, Devils Canyon, and Colorado River Storage project. 

Be it further resolved, That Congress enact the necessary legislation to assure 
the people that development of hydrosites solely for power production purposes, 
by commercial utility, or non-Federal agencies may be undertaken only when 
such development will net interfere with ultimate comprehensive regional or 
river basin development, which because of size and complexity of purpose, should 
be properly undertaken only by Federal agencies; and be it further 

Resolwed, That we urgently request Congress to appropriate necessary funds 
for transmission facilities to integrate river basin project power facilities, and 
delivery of power to preference customers’ load centers; and be it further 

Resolved, That rights of preference customers, under the Flood Control Act of 
1944, be recognized, and that preference customers be advised that power is avail- 
able, and their needs met before contracts or interim agreements are made with 
commercial utilities for disposal of power from various power projects 


RESOLUTION No. 28 


Whereas it was the intent of the Congress, as stated in the Flood Control 
Act of 1944, that power produced at Federal hydroprojects be made available to 
cooperatives, municipalities, and government bodies as preference customers; 
and 

Whereas failure to carry out this congressional edict is endangering the very 
existence of cooperatives, and jeopardizing loans made by the Rural Llectrifica- 
tion Administration: Now, therefore, be it 

Resotved, That the delegates assembled at the 1954 annual meeting of the 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association do respectfully request that the 
Congress require the Department of the Interior to comply with the law as writ- 
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ten in the Flood Control Act of 1944, to implement and make the law effective ; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That adequate continuing and construction funds be made available 
to the Southwestern Power Administration and to the Southeastern Power Ad- 
ministration to enable them to honor existing contracts with preference agencies, 
and make power generated at Federal hydroprojects available to preference 
agencies as directed by the Congress ; and be it further 

Resolved, That Congress appropriate adequate continuing funds for these 
agencies prior to February 28, 1954. 

All right, Mr. Ellis. I believe you want to talk about a number of 
items here today. So you may proceed. 

Mr. Exus. ‘Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am executive manager, 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, which is the service 
organization of the rural electric systems. About 92 percent of them 
are members. The organization does a number of things, including 
the execution and administration of a retirement program for system 
employees. We handle the pooling of insurance, and save the systems 
a lot of money there. We conduct a safety program, information 
services, and so forth. 

The power supply problem is the major problem of the rural electric 

systems, countrywide. Last year about this time we finished compil- 
ing the results of a survey which we made of all the systems as of 
January 1, and found that 27 percent of them indicated they had 
power difficulties of some sort, either wholesale supply, the adequacy 
of supply, or they could not foresee contracting for enough power in 
advance, or they couldn’t get power to their substations where they 
needed it, or for some other reasons—the voltages were bad in many 
cases. 
So power is a continuing problem, and that is understandable when 
we realize these rural electric loads are increasing about 20 percent 
a year. The power business, as such, the whole power industry in the 
country, is doubling about every 714 to 10 years. We believe it is 
growing faster than any other major industry. And the rural elec- 
tric segment of it is growing faster than the whole power business. 

We don’t foresee that the rural-electric demand will level off for 
many years. We don’t think that the rural-electric program is much 
nearer finished than the commercial power company program, because 
rural people are going to continue to use more and more power. 
They can save money by using it. They can turn this inanimate 
energy into greater production at less cost. 

e paid for power, for all of our purchased power in fiscal year 
1953, $97 million. That is a lot of money. 

Mr. Jensen. All over America? 

Mr. Exuis. That is right. 

About half of that we purchased from commercial companies. 
The point I want to make there is that we do get along with com- 
mercial companies wherever we can, and we are doing it in many areas. 
However, in many areas we must rely upon Federal power; first, be- 
cause there is no other power in many sections where it is available, 
and secondly, because Federal power is often available in the sparsely 
settled, low-income areas of the country and only by getting the pow- 
er at the lower rates can we establish feasibility and continue to bor- 
row money from REA, to serve those who are not yet served, and to 
better serve those that are. We have to heavy-up our lines all the 
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time, build new transformers, new substations and bigger distribu- 
tion and transmission lines. 

I would like to say a word about the Southeastern Power Administra- 
tion area. Some of the statements in my prepared statement may not 
fit very well now, because since we have com in this room I am ad- 
vised by telephone call, that the Department of Interior has announced 
this afternoon a proposal for resolving the problem in Georgia that 
I am sure you know about, which has long existed, the problem of dis- 
tribution power from Clark Hill Dam, on the Savannah River, with- 
in the State of Georgia, a proposal with which I am not familiar 
in detail but which roughly, I understand would call for the Georgia 
Power Co. wheeling part of the power from that dam to rural elec- 
trics in the State. Several of our people from Georgia would have 
been here at this hour, except for a conflict. They are now meeting, 
or were, a little while ago, with Assistant Secretary of Interior Aan- 
aa Most of the Georgia rural electric co-ops are here on this 

roblem. 
5 Mr. Jensen. Do you know if they want to be heard ? 

Mr. Exxts. I don’t know yet. 

Recon Jensen. You tell them if they do, that we would welcome 
them. 

Mr. Exuis. Thank you very much. I will be happy to. 

Now, there is a problem existing throughout the Southeast, that 
does not exist generally in any other area. Roughly, I think I could 
state it this way. Philpott Dam over here in Virginia is producing 
power, the power is being sold to the Appalachian Electric Power Co. 
Clark Hill has been producing power for several months, between 
Georgia and South Carolina, and the Georgia portion of that power 
has been sold to the Georgia Power Co. 

Allatoona Dam, in north Georgia, has been in production for 
several years, and its power is sold to the Georgia Power Co. There 
are other dams under construction. Jim Woodruff Dam, for instance, 
on the Florida-Georgia- Alabama border. 

Except in South Carolina where the rural electrics own transmission 
lines there are no means by which power can be sold and delivered by 
the Department of the Interior to preference customers, unless it is 
wheeled by the commercial companies. 

Now, our people are perfectly willing and anxious to have it wheeled 
and anxious to have it done without the building of transmission lines, 
if that can be done. It is being done now, satisfactorily in the State 
of Virginia (and part of North Carolina) by the Virginia Electric & 
Power Co., from Kerr Dam to 11 electric co-ops in Virginia. There 
is an item in here, in this budget request, which is necessary to the 
continuance of this wheeling arrangement in Virginia. 

We trust that you will see your way clear to approve that item. 

That item is important in connection with the Georgia situation. 
The Virginia Electric & Power Co. made a reservation in signing that 
wheeling agreement whereby if the original Georgia Power Co. pro- 
posal to purchase all the Georgia share of Clark Hill power were 
accepted by Interior, that the Virginia company, too, might have a 
similar contract, instead of the wheeling contract. And that is im- 

rtant at this moment. We hope that if before you write up the 

ill a real wheeling agreement is worked out providing for delivery 
to rural electrics in Georgia of Clark Hill power for the account of 
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the Government, some funds would be made available to execute this 
agreement. And in the future you can help us, likewise, to get this 


power, by approving real wheeling arrangements and not leave us 
at the mercy of busbar sale to commercial companies. 


SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 


I think I shall not burden you further with the Southwestern Power 
Administration problem. I think these men have stated the case 
well. There are areas of the Southwest that aren’t represented here, 
but the problem is pretty generally the same. 

A great segment of the rural-electrification program, as I am sure 
you can gather from the figures that have been stated here, is in that 
six-State area of the Southwest. There was hardly any rural electri- 
fication by commercial power companies or otherwise there, before 
REA. There is still a substantial power desert existing through 
central Missouri, and other parts of the Southwest. We sincerely 
hope you can approve all the SPA items before you, and that you 
can find a way to help the generation and transmission co-ops of 
that area out of the emergency resulting from SPA’s cancellation 
of its contracts with them. 

The Bureau of Reclamation area poses many problems. We are 

ateful to this committee for its approval of the Eklutna project 
in Alaska, where we have been paying up to 4 cents a kilowatt-hour 
in some instances for wholesale power. That is going to relieve the 
situation some and we hope you will see your way clear to keep the 

Eklutna project moving along. 

Mr. Jensen. I might tell you, Mr. Ellis, it was this committee, 
after we visited there in Alaska in 1945, that recommended to the 
Bureau of Reclamation that they should make an investigation into 
the power problem in Alaska, and recommended that the power dam 
be built in Alaska, especially close to Anchorage, where a great power 
shortage existed. : 

And, immediately, the Interior Department started investigations, 
and they decided on the Eklutna site. 

So, we take a little credit for initiating that program, which is 
going to prove to be of great benefit to Alaska, and to the military 

aska, because they did not have enough power up there to manu- 
facture even a small part of an airplane. If they were ever cut off 
from the mainland, they would not have a chance to manufacture 
anything, even the military equipment that might be needed so badly 

in times of emergency. . 

So, we are happy now that this powerplant will be in operation in 
a couple of years, and furnish that very needed power for Alaska. 

Mr. Exuis. We appreciate that, sir; we are happy to give you full 
credit for it. 

Mr. Jensen. We do not expect full credit, but we do want you 
to know that we did initiate that program. 

Mr. Extis. We have 2 electric cooperatives, 1 in the Matanuska 
Valley, and 1 in the Anchorage area, . > 
Mr. Jensen. Yes. "YO" 
Mr. Exxis. Eklutna is one project that will benefit very greatly. 
Mr, Jensen. Have you visited the Kenai farm area? 

Mr. Extis. No, I haven’t. 
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Mr. Jensen. The next time you to Alaska, you should visit 
the Kenai area. That is where we built a road, and this commit- 
tee was interested in the building of it. That’s an agricultural area 
of Alaska, and it is being built up very fast. 

You see, there is a climate there that is almost comparable to the 
northern Minnesota climate, and it is a very productive area, 

Mr. Exxis. We have a co-op there. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. And agriculture is going to be flourishing there 
within a very short time. There are a number of people living there 
now, With more moving in constantly, mostly veterans, making their 
homes there, and they have a road now from Anchorage to—what is it, 
Homer ? 

Mr. Extis. Palmer. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; Palmer. 

I am anxious to get up there again to see how that thing has de- 
veloped in a few years. 

All right, go ahead, Mr. Ellis. 

Mr. Exuis. We are interested, Mr. Budge, in the Palisades proj- 
ect in Idaho. We are happy that it is coming along, and we are 
hopeful that some arrangement can be worked out i which two 


electric co-ops in that general area, which have made tentative agree- 
ments with the Bureau of Reclamation, can get delivery of power 
from Palisades. We don’t know what the answer is there. 

We are urging the Bureau to do whatever is necessary. It ma 
be necessary to build some short transmission lines out there. Tt 
might be possible to get Idaho Power Co. and Utah Power Co., which 
I believe are eens in the respective areas of these two co-ops, 

a 


to wheel from Palisades. | 

Mr. Buper. Which co-ops are they, Mr. Ellis? 

Mr. Extis. Fall River and Lost River. 

Mr. Bupex. Of course you know the os bulk of the power to be 

roduced at Palisades is going to be sold first to the Atomic Energy 
oem ee a and secondly, to the city of Idaho Falls, which is a 
municipal operation, and then another large block of it will be used 
for irrigation pumping. I 

Just how much other electricity there will be below the project, 
I don’t know, but my understanding is that the bulk of it will go to 
those three areas. 

Mr. Euuis. I think that is what we understand. It won’t take much 
= us. We hope to work out some arrangement to get connected 
there. 

I want to say just a word about the Big Bend-Watertown-Granite 
Falls line, which I believe you had under discussion this morning. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Exits. We think the program would be helped, as we see it, 
if that line were speeded up. If you can see your way clear to do it, 
as we understand it, power is going to be available now a couple of 
years before that line is finished at the present rate, and the power 
is greatly needed in that area, as you know. 

r. JENSEN. I might say, Mr. Ellis, that Mr. Aandahl called me a 
few days ago and said that they had found $400,000 that was not being 
used in the Missouri River in for transmission lines and coul 
not be used in fiscal. 1954. He wondered if it would be all right if that 
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$400,000 were diverted to construction of the Big Bend-Granite Falls 
line which would be in addition to the $400,000 that we appropriated 
to get the thing started last year. 

And I said, “Well, if it is all right with the epee that you’re tak- 


ut you better talk to 


ing the money from, it’s all right with me. 
those folks.” And he did. 

He suggested it to Senator Cordon, and Senator Cordon said if it 
was agreeable to those folks, it was all right. 

So, they are spending $400,000 for that line, $400,000 more, and 
there is $3 million in there for 1955. 

Mr. Exu1s. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. The Bureau said they expected that line would be 
completed and energized by 1957, but that there was not sufficient 

wer available from the dams already in operation to energize that 

ine before that time. 

Mr. Exuis. I think that is right. 

Our people in Minnesota are anxious to see a line from Fargo to 
Granite Falls too. It is pretty hazardous for us to depend upon a 
one-way feed, and that is a pretty long distance across there, and our 
people in the area have talked about the need for this line, because of 
the need for added reliability and the availability of steam to firm 
up this supply at Granite Falls. 

At Granite Falls they are going to interconnect with the Northern 
States Power Co., and that would give them a two-way feed into 
Granite Falls, I believe. 

Mr. Jensen. I might also say that several months ago I asked 
the Bureau to make an investigation as to the feasibility of running a 
connection line from Fargo to Fergus Falls, and then eventually to 
Granite Falls, to make that loop. 

Mr. Exuts. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. If it would firm up the power from all those dams to 
a greater degree, it would be worth cost. Mr. McPhail testified it 
would not be feasible until the Oahe Dam came in, because the power 
has already been contracted for from these other dams. 

So, he decided it would not be feasible until 1960 or 1961. I thought 
you should know that. 

Mr. Thank you. 

Just a word now about the Bonneville power area. 

There are several items in the budget here which will be helpful to 
the rural electric systems. There are some small items for what we 
call customer service facilities out there, that our people are very 
anxious about, and we hope you can see your way clear to approve 
all the items that are in the budget for the customer service facilities 
in the Bonneville area. 

Mr. Jensen. I do not think there is much dispute about that. 

In fact, I may say that there is very little of a controversial nature 
in the budget this year on any project under the Interior Depart- 
ment. 

A supplemental estimate will be coming up for some of these proj- 
ects, where the Bureau of the Budget had cut too deeply, according 
to some of our thinking. People in several areas went before the 
Budget Bureau and explained the urgent need for more appropria- 
tions to get these projects built and in operation and to get the rev- 
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enue coming back into the treasury, and also for the benefit of the 
people in the areas. 

I am happy to say that I understand that there will be a supplemen- 
tal budget coming to the committee before we mark up the bill. I 

do not know yet what it will be in the supplemental estimate, but I 

understand that there are items for projects that are on the way, and 

— construction. This is to prevent these projects from being 
owed up. 

Mr. Pen I have mentioned here, in my prepared statement, sev- 
eral other projects, which I will not take the time of the committee 
on now. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. Mr. Budge? 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, first I would like to compliment Mr. 
Ellis on one sentence here. 

On page 3 of his prepared statement, he says: 

Our people do not, in any sense of the word, desire a monopoly in the field 
of electric power by the Federal Government, nor do we desire a monopoly by 
private utility companies in that field. 

I think that is a very excellent statement; that is the policy that 
should be followed if we are going to keep the REA’s in operation, 
which I hope we will. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Green a couple of questions. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Green. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Green, my attention has been called to the litigation 
apparently instituted by your cooperative against the Secretary of the 
Interior. I had not known anything about that until this afternoon. 
I think that the committee should have some information as to just 
what the nature of that suit is. We are, of course, not concerned with 
the merits, but I would like to know just what the issues are that are 
involved. 

Mr. Green. Well, I will tell you what that is now. 

Last year when the continuing fund was not made available to 
fulfill our contracts, there was some doubt apparently as to the way 
it was done, as it was not part of the appropriation law. 

If you remember, the qualifications that caused this elimination of 
the use of the continuing fund to foster our contracts, was presented 
as a report, from the conference committee. 

Now, all we have been interested in, as Central out there, is the 
interpretation of the law, as such. We have no quarrel with any- 
body, except that very thing. 

ow, there is some question as to whether the _— law is what it 
says, or whether the conference report is part of the public law. 

Mr. Buper. Is that an action to implement the continuing fund 
and implement the contract ? 

Mr. Green. Yes. For this year—— 

Mr. Bune. It could not be for this year, as far as contracts are 
concerned. 

Mr. Green. We think so, for this reason: We may have to go to 
the Court of Claims to do it. But here is the situation right now: 
We lack, under the interim contracts, funds over the order of 50 

recent of amortization, of making ends meet. Under the continuing 
Fond arrangement we made ends meet. 
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Now, we feel if we have been injured by the loss of that, which 
is in the amount of, roughly speaking, $300,000 or $400,000 for this 
year, that we just feel there may be some claim that we have been 
injured on this thing, if we don’t get some other way to work it out. 

r. Buver. The suit then is what your company has filed within 
the last few months against the Secretary of the Interior to force 
Interior to go through with the contracts? 

Mr. Green. According to the law, that was passed, yes, sir. 

Now, if you will remember, the law itself didn’t have the statement 
of the House managers in the law. 

Now, there is considerable doubt, and it is going to be a legal ques- 
tion. We say this: Of course, as a practical aspect, the Georekery 
of the Interior certainly adheres to the statement of 
in his operations over there. 

Mr. Boner. We, of course, do not desire at all to go into the merits 
of your controversy that is now in the courts. That would be outside 
of the province of this committee. But any discussion we have had in 
here today which oy reflect upon the litigation certainly should 
not be considered by the courts, because that would not be our preroga- 
tive. 

Mr. Green. Of course. I do want you to understand, though, that 
our position is simply to see what the law is. We don’t want to do 
what isn’t the law, at all. 

Mr. Buper. That is the right of every American. That is what our 
courts are there for. 

Mr. Green. Like I say, the time element has something to do with 
this, We did not have an interim contract worked out with SPA on 
this thing, and frankly speaking, things looked awfully dark. We 
were grasping at straws on this thing, and there was the possibility 
of some legal action that might salvage prover, 5 

Mr. Buper. Let me ask you another question here: I note in your 
statement you say: 

I want to emphasize that all the distribution-type cooperatives in this area, 
serving nearly 1 million people, borrowed their capital funds from the Govern- 
ment, with the understanding that the wholesale power rate for the 35-year 
period of the loan would be approximately 5.6 mills per kilowatt hour, as pro- 
vided by the continuing-fund contracts. 

What was the nature of that understanding to which you referred ? 

Mr. Green. The contracts themselves. In other words, we could 
not borrow the money until REA had er contracts—we could 
not borrow the money until they were made. 

Mr. Bupar. The only representation made to you was back before 
the contracts came up that that would be the price that you would pay ? 

Mr. Green. No; that is the price in the contracts. 

Mr. Buper. I understand that. I was wondering if any represen- 
tations had been made in the past, prior to the consideration of the 
contract ¢ 

Mr. Green. Only when the contracts were being negotiated that 
was the price, and REA did not loan any funds by the prospect of ne- 
gotiations. They only loaned the funds after they were completely 
signed by the parties. j 

r. Buver. In your arrangements with Southwest Power Admin- 
istration, how much does Southwest Power Administration pay you, 
per kilowatt-hour, for electricity generated by your cooperatives? 


the managers 
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Mr. Green. They are paying us actual costs of operation, which 
takes in our fuel costs and the value required to pay off our interest 
and amortization. They pay us the actual cost. We don’t make a 
dime. It is just a trifle over 6.4 per kilowatt hour. 

Mr. Buper. How much do they pay you for wheeling that power? 

Mr. Green. They are paying us 2 mills per kilowatt-hour under 
our Interim contract. 

Mr. Bunce. How about the power when it went the other way under 
the contract, were you to pay any wheeling charges? 

Mr. Green. Let me explain. They don’t pay us that much on the 
steam power; it is only that portion of the steam power which they 
buy from us, which is a small portion. The rest we use ourselves for 
our OWN Co-ops. 

They buy only a portion, which they term as steam power, that is 
associated with 

Mr. Buper. I think you can see what I am getting at. I am won- 
dering about the disparity here. If you were to buy power generated 
by the Government, sereugh the Southwest Power Administration, 
for 5.6 mills, would there be a wheeling charge connected with that 
in the contract that you signed ? 

Jed Green. In the original contracts, that included all the wheeling 
charges. 

Mr. Buper. The total costs to the cooperatives, then, of the power 
generated by the Government, amounted to 5.6 mills. 

Now, going back the other way, when Southwest Power Adminis- 
tration buys energy from your cooperative, it pays 5.6 mills per 
kilowatt-hour, plus 2 mills wheeling, which amounts to 8 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Green. That is right. It is according to the type of power you 
are buying. You will find in the entire area that the steam-generated 
power in the entire area is higher than your hydro power. 

Now, by the association of the two, the final outcome is the price 
that is actually listed. Because of the association and the integra- 
tion of the hydro with the steam, which cuts the actual cost of the 
steam down. 

Now, it is obvious to say if we could generate by steam alone, with- 
out the hydro for ourselves, certainly we wealde't les interested in con- 
tracting with SPA for anything. 

Mr. Bunper. You see, that is quite a disparity. You buy from the 
Government at 5.6 mills, but, when the Government buys from you, 
you charge it 8.4 mills. 

Mr. Green. That is including the wheeling, of course. 

Mr. Buper. Yes; but you don’t pay wheeling—it includes the 
wheeling under the price you pay the Government. 

Mr. Green. That 2 mills wheeling is the power the Government 
buys from us and wheels to their customers at other places. They are 
not necessarily our customers on our lines, even. That power is 
bought off peak hours, only, and they wheel that down to save water ; 
that is all it is for. They wheel that—in fact, a lot of that power 


_ clear back to the dam and spreads out to other customers of SPA 
or night-load and water-saving purposes. In fact, we are generating 
nearly enough kilowatt-hours to satisfy our entire load without any 
SPA kilowatt-hours. But we don’t have enough peaking capacity. 
We have now approximately 35,000 to 40,000 kilowatts of demand. 
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All right, we 4 peaking power from SPA, when the peaks are 
on up to that 35,000, with the kilowatt-hours that come with it; now, 
during the night SPA shuts clear down; we send power back to them, 
clear over to their system, maybe clear to Oklahoma; we don’t know, 
use only. 

a Jensen. What you need is more peaking power than you have 
right now. 

r. Green. That is a 

Mr. Jensen. And you know about how much you need, don’t you? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. What is that figure? 

Mr. Green. In Central alone, it is approximately 80,000 kilowatts, 
and the utility companies, when they testify, they will tell you what 
they think is the minimum. 

ow, of course, our system uses about half of that for its own needs. 

Mr. Jensen. Where is that power available? 

Mr. Green. Bull Shoals. 

Mr. Jensen. And does Southwest Power contend that they have 
already disposed of all of this power? 

Mr. Green. Southwest Power Administration has committed to 
all the G and T’s in the area, of which there are 5 involved directly, 
now, 105,000 kilowatts all, to this date. 

Now, of course, we have insisted that some efforts be made to re- 
cover the capacity to be produced at the Lakeland Mountain project 
which will come in next year, so it will be available to preferred cus- 
tomers, which will have an additional 75,000-kilowatt capacity. That 


will then make, in SPA’s system, available, 175,000. 


Mr. Jensen. From which you can get the needed peaking power! 

Mr. Green. From which we hope to; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. When is that power to be to the line? 

Mr. Grren. The middle of next year; that is Blakely Mountain. 
That is all right because we don’t think we will be interconnected be- 
fore that time. But it needs to be recovered. And Blakely Mountain 
has not been committed to anybody yet. 

Mr. Jensen. Then, in the meantime, to keep your revenue up, so 
to speak, you will need this extra peaking power, in order to supply 
your customers with the full amount of needed power, in turn, bring 
the revenue to the REA’s, which will permit them to live up to their 
commitments ? 

Mr. Green. Yes, we think that is right, mostly so for this reason: 
I would like to explain that under the interim contract—now, mind 
you, if we had greater loads right at this immediate date, we would 

making enough to make ends meet, under the interim contract. 

Mr. Jensen. Greater what? 

Mr. Green. Greater loads than we will have in the future. Right 
now our loads are not fully developed, and we have growing pains. 

Mr. Jensen. You could not furnish the power if you had the 
customers under the present conditions, could you? 

Mr. Green. Yes; we could furnish it, if we had the load. 

Mr. JENSEN. Without any more peaking power? 

Mr. Green. Not without the 100,000. e 100,000 kilowatts is 
needed for use in negotiations with the companies for this reason: 
The companies, of course, can use the peaking power from those dams 
to a lot greater advantage than the co-ops can. In fact, they are the 
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only companies in the REA that are large enough to use peaking 
capacity by itself, intermingled with their system. 

_. Now, we feel that we can Serive eater benefits, initially, in passing 
on and reselling, partially, some of that peak to go to those companies, 
and recovering from them firm power, which is usable. And the con- 
tracts, what they want, they want the peaking power. They are not 
interested in steam power. They have steam plants and they will 
testify to that, when they come before you. They have steam plants 
galore. But they want this peaking capacity which is of considerable 
value to them. 

In turn, we expect to derive benefits back and get firm power for 
ourselves. 

Mr. JEnsEN. I see. 

Mr. Green. That is the basis of our negotiations at this time, that 
they expect to get a little out of it, and we expect to get enough out 
of it to pay off these facilities. 

Mr. Jensen. Is there anything else? 

Mr. Gasan. Mr. Chairman, that is all the witnesses we have. But 
on behalf of this group, I certainly would like to express our sincere 
appreciation to you and your committee for the most cordial reception 
you have given us this afternoon and the time you have given us. 

Thank you very much. 

(Other statements filed for the record are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF D. N. Breastey, MANAGER, Deep East Texas ELEcTRIO 
COOPERATIVE, INC. 


My name is D. N. Beasley. I am manager of Deep East Texas Electric 


Cooperative, Inc., of San Augustine, Tex, and a member of the Power .\dvisory 
Committee of the Southwest, which consists of representatives from six South- 
west States, charged with responsibility of looking after power supply problems 
of the electric cooperatives. 

In appearing before your committee today, I do so in behalf of the South- 
western Power Administration, the maintenance of this marketing agency as 
an active operating entity and domiciled in the Southwest, together with adequate 
funds to carry on its operations. Early in December 1953, I met with a survey 
team which had been appointed by the Secretary of the Interior to make an 
investigation and recommendations with reference to the Southwestern Power 
Administration. This survey team consisted of: A. B. Vieregg of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, Mr. Martindale of the Municipal Department, City of Los 
Angeles, and Mr. Alex Paul of Cleveland Electric Illuminating Co. The meet- 
ing was held in Tulsa, Okla., and on December 8, 1953, I filed a letter with them 
in support of the Southwestern Power Administration for a continuation of 
its functions in which was pointed out the great advantage that Southwestern 
Power Administration had been to the electric cooperatives. In concluding my 
testimony in support of adequate funds and continuation of Southwestern 
Power Administration’s activities, as currently in operation, I quote below the 
letter which was addressed to the survey team. 

“In further reference to a discussion between your team and our committee 
on wholesale power in the office of Mr. Douglas G. Wright on Friday, 
December 4: 

“You no doubt are well supplied with maps from Southwestern Power Adminis- 
tration’s office showing location of facilities owned by the Government, private 
companies, electric cooperatives, and interconnections as they exist at present 
in this six-State area. I will, therefore omit maps and confine my statement 
to a historical recapitulation of wholesale power rates, in particular, in Texas. 

“In 1938, this cooperative began purchasing electric power for the first time 
in December. This power was purchased at Center, Shelby County, from South- 
western Gas & Electric Co., and bills, initially, were 18 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
In 1939, the cooperatives were able to renegotiate and obtained a fairly compli- 
cated contract with step charges for demand and energy, and with several 
different discounts by blocks of power. The contract, however, contained pro- 
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‘visions which placed a floor under the rates by providing that such rate could 
not be less than 12 mills, after discounts. 

“About 1941, the Texas electric cooperatives organized a statewide associa- 
tion whose objective, among other things, was to assist the member cooperatives 
in procuring wholesale power under more favorable conditions, or lead the way 
into generation and transmission set-ups, if necessary. I participated in the 
meeting in Fort Worth which extended over 2 or 3 days with the cooperatives 
and the power people meeting alternately, together and separately. The results 
of these negotiations was that a new rate of 8.25 mills was offered to the co- 
operatives, and conditioned upon the cooperatives foregoing any plans for gen- 
erating and transmission. The cooperatives met again and agreed to accept 
the proposal, but without giving up any of their rights in generating and trans- 
mission field. This counterproposal was accepted, 

“In 1943, the East Texas Generating Cooperative, which had been organized 
and was attempting to get started on a generating plant and a limited trans- 
mission network, explored the possibilities of securing lower wholesale rates 
before proceeding. A committe was appointed, consisting of myself, V. A. Rogers 
of Paris, Tex., and Milton T. Potts of Livingston, Tex., who negotiated with 
Texas Power & Light Co. and Southwestern Gas & Blectric Co. during a period 
of about 6 months. Our negotiations resulted in a dual rate type of contract 
being offered to the cooperatives by these 2 companies which provided a rate 
of 5.6 mills per kilowatt-hour for electric energy sold at retail by the cooperative 
to rural consumers, and providing a dual rate for consumers having 50 or more 
kilowatts load. The dual rate feature provided for increasing the charges for 
that amount of power by $1.25 per kilowatt in addition to 5.6 mills energy rate. 
At the time the committee was negotiating with the above two companies, efforts 
were repeatedly made to bring Gulf States Utilities Co. into the negotiations. 
They were not represented by any official of their company, but did follow the 
negotiations closely. It should be noted that the rate to the cooperative from 
Gulf States Utilities at this time was approximately 12 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
At the time Texas Power & Light Co. and Southwestern Gas & Electric Co. agreed 
on the dual rate contract described above, Gulf States Utilities reduced their rate 
to the cooperative to approximately 8.25 mills per kilowatt-hour and without the 
dual rate feature. 

“When Southwestern Power Administration was established by the Secretary 
of the Interior, there was great reluctance on the part of the power companies 
to cooperate with this marketing agency of the Government. After some nego- 
tiation, however, the now famous “Texas contract” was negotiated with the 
Texas Power & Light Co. This arrangement permitted cooperatives who were 
fortunate enough to be served from Texas Power & Light lines to terminate their 
contract with the Texas Power & Light Co., and to take a contract with the 
Government, acting through Southwestern Power Administration, under rate 
schedule A, with which you are no doubt familiar. This schedule results in a 
final rate at the present time to preference customers averaging 5.6 mills per 
kilowat-hour at a 50 percent load factor. Gulf States Utilities did not enter 
such arrangements with Southwestern Power Administration, and has not to 
date. It should be noted, however, and very significantly so, that when South- 
western Power Administration and Texas Power & Light Co. jointly constructed 
about 38 miles of transmission line, running from Nachogdoches to Center, Tex., 
to interconnect with this cooperative’s 69 kilovolt transmission line, which inci- 
dentally runs south in the direction of Gulf States Utilities system, said Gulf 
States Utilities Co. promptly adopted the SPA wholesale rate schedule applicable 
to electric cooperatives served by them, both in Louisiana and Texas. 

“I believe that by studying the history of what has happened to electric power 
rates in Texas, it will be clear that the rates which the cooperatives enjoy today 
are unquestionably the result of either a generating and transmission network 
proposed, or built, by the cooperative on the one hand, or more recently the 
advent of Southwestern Power Administration into the wholesale power field. 
No other conclusions can be arrived at when you consider that our country today 
has inflation in prices at least 100 percent over those prevailing in 1938-39. Dur- 
ing the same period, we have been able to effectively bring down the cost of 
wholesale electric power to less than one-half of what it was during that base 

riod. 
men am quite sure that the power companies in this Nation have adopted a more 
enlightened attitude with respect to the cooperatives, yet it would be disasterous, 
in my opinion, to the established rates and relations should the stimuli which has 
promoted the fine relations be suddenly removed. I sincerely hope that your 


Oe wt Mme west 


w 
is 
ac 
er 
8 
I 
I 
I 
i 
1 

i 

‘ 

‘ 


1539 


survey team after gathering all the information which you can possibly secure, 
will arrive at the conclusion that the operation of Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration, as it has been carried on in the past, has been a fine thing for the 
cooperatives, for the people, and the Nation. We have been blessed by having an 
administrator whose innate fairness has been conducive to confidence and coop- 
eration on the part of the cooperatives and the private utilities alike.” 


STATEMENT oF Rosert T. Patrerson, CHAIRMAN, KANSAS ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 
PowrERr COMMITTEE 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Robert T. Patter- 
son. I am attorney for Sekan Electric Cooperative of Girard, Kans., serving ap- 
proximately 4,000 members in Southeast Kansas. I live at Columbus, Kans. 

The Kansas cooperatives are intensely interested in a source of cheap hydro 
power. Sekan Cooperative is a member of KAMO Electric Cooperative, together 
with two other rural electric cooperatives in eastern Kansas, and we hope to 
receive power from the Southwestern Power Administration when KAMO com- 
pletes its proposed transmission lines into Kansas. 

We appear before you today on behalf of appropriations for the Southwestern 
Power Administration. We support the President’s budget in his request for 
funds for SPA. 

It is further recommended that this committee strongly consider the incor- 
poration of a fund for SPA in the 1955 fiscal year budget which will provide for 
purchase and sale of power for generating and transmission cooperatives. 

We urge that the SPA offices and personnel be maintained at Tulsa, Okla., 
and that only such economies be affected as will not impede SPA’s successful 
operation. 


SrareMent SvusMitrep py Roscoe F. Kerrrer, HELENA, OKLA., Fesrvuary 17, 1954 


My name is Roscoe F. Keiffer. I am a farmer, living near Helena, Okla. I am 
president of the Oklahoma Statewide Blectric Cooperative, an association of 
rural electric cooperatives in my State with some 130,000 consumers. I also am 
president of the Alfalfa Electric Cooperative, having served for several years 
in that capacity. I also am on the board of directors of the Western Farmers 
Electric Cooperative, a generation and transmission cooperative of which my 
distribution cooperative is a member. 

This statement is in behalf of the Oklahoma Statewide Blectric Cooperative, 

You will recall that a few years ago a contract was made between the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and the Western Farmers Electric Cooperative, a contract 
in which Southwestern Power Administration would purchase the entire output 
of the Western Farmers’ 30,000-kilowatt steamplant, and lease-operate the West- 
ern Farmers’ transmission system of nearly 1,000 miles of line. 

Although this contract survived a Federal court test, it was the will of this 
committee and of the Congress that such contracts as existed should not be 
continued. 

The reversal of this policy by the Congress came at a time when Western 
Farmers’ Electric Cooperative was completing its steamplant. Without provision 
for disposal of offpeak power, the Western Farmers’ loan was placed in jeopardy. 

Since the last previous session of the Congress Western Farmers has con- 
tinuously been in. negotiation with commercial companies of Oklahoma for the 
purpose of working out contracts for the sale or interchange of power. However, 
while negotiations are continuing and may meet with ultimate success, Western 
Farmers is faced with the necessity of an interim agreement which would make 
use of the full output of the steamplant and capacity of the transmission system 
in order to fulfill its financial obligations. 

Therefore, until such time as permanent arrangements can be made and put 
into operation we ask that the Congress make available sufficient funds for the 
purchase of this steam power and for paying wheeling charges in order that 
Western Farmers can dispose of its surplus power. The amount would be deter- 
mined following a study of the amount of surplus power available. 

No contract made by Western Farmers would include any lease-operation or 
option provisions, whether with commercial companies or the Government. 
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SPA serves six distribution cooperatives in Oklahoma directly. Only recently 
SPA has notified those cooperatives that no SPA power would be available to 
them beyond present demand provisions. Some of them are in critical need of 
additional power at the present time, and future load growth also must be met 
with sufficient electric power. 

It then seems sound business for SPA to purchase the output of the Western 
Farmers’ plant, add that power to its pool, and sell it under the best possible 
conditions to any SPA customers. 

This arrangement would have the dual effect of furnishing SPA customers 
with critically needed power and at the same time allow Western Farmers to 
dispose of surplus power which it does not need at this time but which will be 
needed in the future as its own members’ loads grow. 

It is my opinion that negotiations with commercial companies, even if com- 
pleted today, could not possibly be put into effect for a year to 18 months, or until 
completion of the physical connections made necessary by terms of the contracts. 

On the other hand, the necessary physical connections between Western Farm- 
ers and SPA already are complete. In fact, SPA at the present time is pur- 
chasing a small block of power from the Western Farmers’ plant. 

Increased funds made available tc SPA for the purchase of power certainly 
would not increase SPA’s obligations to the taxpayers, since the sale of this power 
from month to month would return the entire amount, with other necessary 
obligations in connection with it, to the United States Treasury. 

There would be no lease-operation provisions which would tie up SPA or 
Western Farmers. 

Such a fund certainly would enable SPA to continue to meet its power com- 
mitments to present customers without interruption or rationing, and also would 
dispose of power from the Western Farmers’ steamplant vitally needed by other 
cooperatives in Oklahoma. 

We respectfully urge you to consider such a fund as herein outlined, and 
include it in the budget for the upcoming fiscal year. 

The Oklahoma Statewide Electric Cooperative, nearly all of whose members 
are vitally affected by the power facilities of SPA, will be grateful for this 
arrangement. 


STATEMENT oF MILTON T. Potts, MANAGER, SAM Houston ELecrric COOPERATIVE, 
LivINGsToN, Trex., Fesruary 17, 1954 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, through the Southwestern Power Administration 
the Department of Interior has been carrying out the policies as prescribed in 
the Flood Control Act of 1944, as amended, in the marketing of electric power 
and energy produced at Government-built multiple-purpose projects in the service 
area of the Southwestern Power Administration. This program has embraced 
the execution of contracts for the interchange of power between the South- 
western Power Administration and Texas Power & Light Co. in this area. 

The following enumerated accomplishments of the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration have been extremely beneficial to the economy of this area. 

During the period of operation of the Southwestern Power Administration, 
wholesale power rates have been reduced to the rural electric cooperatives where 
such power is available from the multiple-purpose reservoir projects owned by 
the Government. This saving has been substantial to the members of Sam 
Houston Electric Cooperative at Livingston, Tex. 

The Department of the Interior through the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion has effectuated contractual relations with the Texas Power & Light Co., and 
is now serving the Sam Houston Electric Cooperative at Corregan, Tex., through 
lines of the Texas Power & Light Co. and 10 miles of line built by the South- 
western Power Administration. 

The program of the Department of the Interior, since the creation of the South- 
western Power Administration, has not adversely affected the commercial power 
companies’ generation and transmission development, but in our area has resulted 
in brinigng additional power to areas where needed, without resulting in duplica- 
tion of capacity. 

The Southwestern Power Administration has carried on extensive negotiations 
with commercial power companies and rural electric cooperatives in order to 
bring the benefits of Federal hydropower to our area in keeping with the policies 
enumerated in the Flood Control Act of 1944, as amended. 
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Texas Power & Light Co. contracts with the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion provide for delivery by the Southwestern Power Administration, into the 
system of the company, certain quantities of capacity and electric energy, with 
the right of the Southwestern Power Administration to recapture, from the com- 
bere system, specified maximum quantities of capacity and electric energy for 


Oe “behalf of all the members of the Sam Houston Electric Cooperative repre- 
sented we urge the administration and the Congress to: 

(1) Retain the Southwestern Power Administration as a marketing agency for 
hydroelectric power in the southwest area as now defined. 

(2) Actively support the retention of the “preference clause,” contained in the 
Flood Control Act of 1944, as a necessary safeguard to the general public interest, 
in the development of the Nation’s natural resources. 

(3) Support retention of Government ownership and control of generating and 
transmission facilities dedicated to the development of the natural resources 
in the Nation. 

(4) Maintain the construction of additional multiple-purpose reservoir projects 
in conformity with the announced policy of the Congress. 

Some of the specific benefits derived by the Sam Houston Electric Cooperative 
are wholesale rate reductions to its 8,000 members since the cooperative began in 
1940 when they only had 448 members, are indicated by the following graph. 

(The graph referred to was filed with the committee.) 

The greater portion of these reductions have come about since the injection of 
the Southwestern Power Administration into the area served by the cooperative 
and its negotiation with the private power companies on rates for the delivery of 
power to the cooperatives on their lines. Unfortunately the majority of the 
power has always been purchased from the Gulf States Utilities Co. who does 
not have any connections with any power produced by the Government through 
multipurpose dams but negotiations are now underway for the cooperatives in 
southeast Texas and Louisiana to obtain a block of power in the Southwest to 
be moved over the lines of various cooperating private electric companies. This 
is in line with the policy as now expounded by the present administration in 
the distribution of electric power. It is hoped through the good offices of the 
Department of the Interior acting through the Southwestern Power Adminis- 
tration located in the Southwest at Tulsa, Okla., these contractual arrange- 
ments can be worked out satisfactority. If the offices of the Southwestern Power 
Administration are removed to Washington, thereby eliminating the close co- 
operation between the Government and its people located in the Southwest, I 
believe it would be an indication to those companies with whom we are now 
negotiating that eventually the Southwestern Power Administration would be 
eliminated as a factor in negotiation between the private companies and par- 
ticularly the cooperatives who do not have the personnel or the type of personnel 
as is now a part of the operation of the Southwestern Power Administration, to 
whom they can go for advice and direction in the negotiation for this power and 
its ultimate delivery to the metering points of the cooperative. 

As many of you know, the Rural Electrification Administration has eliminated 
many of these services to the cooperative and it is easy to see why we would be 
working at a great disadvantage as individual cooperatives against the highly 
trained technical personnel employed by those with whom we would be negoti- 
ating and if the rates of our cooperative are raised to what they were prior to 
the creation of the Southwestern Power Administration it would mean that our 
farm people would be paying $201,400 for the power we purchased last year for 
$88,395.92, or a difference of $113,007.08. It would have meant our cooperative 
would have to raise the rates to its farm members who are now paying more for 
power than the towns and cities near where they are now operating because we 
have extended our lines to the thin areas believing that our rates would remain 
between 5 and 6 mills per kilowatt-hour and have made loans from the Rural 
Electrification Admiinstration on that basis knowing that we could pay the 
money back as long as our power rates did not materially increase. The elimina- 
tion of the Southwestern Power Administration as an agency in this area could 
jeopardize the repayment of the loans of 80 percent of the cooperatives operating 
in the area served by them. I believe you will agree with me that serious study 
should be given this matter before any steps should be taken which would 
jeopardize the interest of so many people and curtail the use of so vital a 
necessity to the farm families of the southwestern area of these United States. 
We therefore petition you to continue the Southwestern Power Administration 
at the present domicile of Tulsa making what changes are necessary to conform 
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with the overall interest of the people in the area and the general ‘policy of the 
Congress. 
Congressman Tom PICKETT, 

House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Tom: It is my understanding that Southwest Power Administration’s 
appropriation bill is now up for passage. It is the opinion of the cooperative 
and its board of directors that this Administration has done an excellent job 
in assisting the past war effort and the industrialization of the portion of Texas 
which is served. I am of the opinion that they have been materially helpful 
be re ree about rate reductions to the cooperative and the other consumers 

area. 

I have just recently received a copy of the contract made between the Texas 
Power & Light Co, and Southwestern Power Administration, and think that it 
is an excellent piece of work and shows cooperation not only from the power 
companies involved but from Administrator Doug Wright, who negotiated this 
contract. I think it will be mutually appreciated by all, as it will give us means 
to seek new rates from one of our power companies, the Gulf States Utilities. 
At the present time we are paying 5.6 mills per kilowatt-hour for power pur- 
chased from Texas Power & Light Co. and 8.25 mills per kilowatt-hour for power 
purchased from the Gulf States Utilities. You will note that power purchased 
from the Gulf States Utilities is approximately 47 percent higher. 

I do not think that it is the desire of the Southwestern Power Administration 
or its administrator, Douglas Wright, to put the various companies out of busi- 
ness, but merely to carry out the law as set up under the Flood Control Act. 

Your support of the Southwestern Power Administration’s appropriation will 
be greatly appreciated by our board of directors and the 2,600 farm families 
that are now being served by the cooperative, as well as the 3,400 that will 
ultimately be served, provided we can get a rate that will justify these exten- 
sions to the farmers in the forks of the creek. 

I trust that you are having nice weather in Washington and that you are now 
in there fighting for our appropriation for the rural electrification cooperatives 
in Texas and the United States. 

Under separate cover I am sending you a book put out by the Farm Journal 
showing the various counties and the amount of farm families receiving service 
in this area in 1940. From a recent study with the Texas Power & Light Co., 
there are still.a large number of farms without electric service in your district. 
I would like for you to check these figures on Polk County and other counties 
in your district, and I think you will find that the job is far from completed. 
Noting Polk County, I find that only 3 percent of our farms were electrified in 
1940. I find that in San Jacinto County only 2.1 percent were electrified in 
1940. If you will check the other counties I believe you will agree with me that 
we should have the $250 million asked for this year for the cooperatives to build 
rural lines. 

I would appreciate your passing this book to Judge Combs when you have 
checked the various counties in your district, as the same thing is true in the 
area he represents. 

Thanking you for all past favors, I remain, 

Very truly yours, 
Sam Houston ELectric Cooperative, INc., 
Micron T. Ports, Manager. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
SoUTHWESTERN l’oWER ADMINISTRATION, 


Tulsa, Okla., October 8, 1946. 
Subject: Power distribution and sales. 


Miron T. Ports, 
Manager, Sam Houston Blectric Cooperative, Inc., 
Livingston, Tez. 

Dear Mr. Potts: We have your letter of October 6 transmitting a copy of the 
Cleveland Advocate showing an advertisement questioning a possible source of 
power supply for the town of Livingston, Tex. You suggest that we furnish a 
copy of the plans of the Southwestern Power Administration for consideration 
in this connection. 
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There is attached for your information a copy of the report of this Admin- 
istration, setting forth our plans for marketing and distributing power in this 
area. It appears quite likely that it will be at least several years before there is 
any possibility of this Administration being in a position to serve any community 
with power in the Livingston area. 

It is not our policy to take part in any local discussion as to whether or not a 
particular power system should be publicly or privately owned. We believe that 
is an issue that should be settled by the people immediately concerned. It is 
our purpose, however, to make power available from the public developments in 
this area to any consumer desiring it in accordance with the preference laid 
down by the Congress to the maximum extent of our ability. 

Very truly yours, 
Dovetas G. Wricut, Administrator. 


STATEMENT oF R. BE. Hotiapay, JR., MEMBER, ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON POWER FOR 
THE SOUTHWEST, FEesRUARY 17, 1954 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is R. B. Holladay, 
Jr. I am manager of the Northeast Louisiana Power Cooperative, a rural 
electric distribution system serving 9,887 farm families and other rural establish- 
ments in the northeastern part of Louisiana. I live in Winnsboro, La., and our 
headquarters are in that town. 

I appear before you in the capacity of representing not only my cooperative 
but also representing the 12 other electric cooperatives operating distribution 
systems in Louisiana, with a combined membership of more than 80,000 rural 
and farm families, in the interest of the Southwestern Power Administration 
budget. 

We urge that you approve the entire budget request for the Southwestern 
Power Administration, as submitted by the Department of the Interior, and that 
| additional amount be added to the fund requested for wheeling and purchase 
of power. 

This additional amount of funds requested is essential for the use of SPA to 
pay for wheeling and purchase of power under interim contracts between SPA and 
the generation and transmission cooperatives as well as other power suppliers 
in the area, it being obvious that none of the proposed new integration contracts 
can be placed in effect before the middle of 1955. This delay is caused by the 
impossibility of completing system interconnections which require the purchase 
and installation of circuit breakers, transformers, relays, and metering equip- 
ment after conclusion of the contracts. 

Perhaps you wonder why we in Louisiana are interested in SPA when there 
are no SPA power lines in our area. SPA has been a bargaining factor that has 
helped to reduce wholesale power rates in our area by 50 percent. In fact, we 
were told by one of the power suppliers that the rate we are getting today was to 
keep SPA from building any lines in Louisiana. 

We respectfully urge that SPA be kept in its present status and necessary funds 
be made available to meet reasonable obligations and contractual obligations with 
both the preferred customers as well as commercial utilities. 


STATEMENT OF Mark T, PRIGMORE, GENERAL SUPERINTENDENT, CrTy or LAFAYETTE, 
La., Utriities System, Frsruary 17, 1954 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Mark T. Prigmore. 
I am general superintendent of the city of Lafayette, La., utilities system. For 
the past 3 years I have been a member of the Advisory Committee on Power for 
the Southwest. This group is made up of REA cooperative leaders and munic- 
ipalities who operate their own electric systems from the six-State area compris- 
ing Texas, Louisiana, Arkansas, Missouri, Kansas, and Oklahoma. This com- 
mittee is interested in the development of this area, but the area cannot develop 
a stable economy without an adequate power supply for both present and future. 
This committee strongly endorses and supports the necessary appropriations for 
the Southwestern Power Administration. 

The area is made up of a large rural population and small cities. The large 
cities associated with this area are located on the outer perimeter making the 
area predominately rural. 
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Tn view of the fact that in the past the Government has built multipurpose dams 
within the area mentioned, it is only fair that the power produced from these 
dams be made available to the people within the area at a reasonable rate. It 
is reasonable to expect that the President’s recommended budget calling for 
$1,030,000 for operations and maintenance of Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion be approved. In line with this, we cannot urge the committee too strongly to 
consider the importance of SPA to rural and small cities’ future development 
in the Southwest area. It is recommended that SPA be held at least to its 
present employee level and recommended budget for 1955. It is further recom- 
mended that the committee strongly consider the incorporation of a fund for SPA 
in the 1955 fiscal year budget which will provide for the purchase and sale of 
power for generation and transmission cooperatives. 

It has been reported that there has been a recommendation made to the 
Department of Interior to cut SPA personnel to 86 employees with a power man- 
ager located in the field without authority and centralizing SPA in Washington 
under a Power Administrator. This type of organization would, in effect, even- 
tually make SPA ineffective in the Southwest, and, in effect, would work ad- 
versely to the people's best interest. 

In summary, we feel that the future development of the Southwest urea is 
largely dependent on the continuation of SPA at least in its present organizational 
form. The whole power program in the Southwest is dependent upon the ap- 
propriations for SPA being continued. The Government and the people have an 
investment in a program, and to cut the appropriation will jeopardize this invest- 
ment and the future of the area. 


Txourspay, Fesrvary 18, 1954. 
Harven-Yettow Tam Unit, Missourr River Bastin 


WITNESS 


E. W. RISING, REPRESENTING STATE WATER CONSERVATION 
BOARD, MONTANA 


Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have with us this morning Mr. E. W. 
Rising. You have been before the committee previously, Mr. Rising. 

Mr. Ristne. Yes, 

Mr. Jensen. You are representing what? 

Mr. Ristne. The State Water Conservation Board of Montana. 

Mr. Jensen. I believe, Mr. Rising, you have a statement you would 
like to make to the committee. 

Mr. Ristne. Yes, I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well, you may proceed. 

Mr. Ristne. Mr. Chairman, my name is E. W. Rising. I am repre- 
senting the State Water Conservation Board of Montana. We have 
urgent need for a multiple-purpose project in southeastern Montana, 
known as the Harden- Yellowtail unit in the Missouri River Basin 

roject. 
: e have been delayed in starting the construction of that profest 
due to difficulty in coming to an agreement with the Crow Indian 
Tribe, for purchasing rights-of-way. An opinion of a former 
Solicitor of the Department of Interior made it rather impossible 
to proceed under any arrangement except the complete agreement 
with the Indians as to the value of rights-of-way. The Crow Indians 


have been asking several times the appraised value of the rights- 
of-way. 
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We have now received a new opinion from the present Solicitor 
of the Department of Interior, under which we feel it will be pos- 
sible to reach an agreement with the Indians, or failing we can 
proceed under some other provision of law. 

We are, therefore, renewing our requests for funds to begin the 
construction of the Harden- Yellowtail unit and we believe that a 
supplemental estimate will reach this committee in the near future. 
Therefore, on behalf of the State water conservation board, I ask 
permission to file not to exceed a 2-page statement, together with a 
copy of the Solicitor’s opinion. 

r. JENSEN. Very well, Mr. Rising. We will be glad to receive 
em. 

Mr. Ristne. Thank you very much. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


YELLoWTAIL UNIT 


Missouri Basin project, $2,000,000 

Montana needs more irrigated land, particularly in the southeastern section 
where it cannot provide itself with sufficient hay and alfalfa to carry its live- 
stock nor provide an adequate supply of dairy products and vegetables without 
additional irrigation. Under present conditions, a severe winter forces a sub- 
stantial reduction in its livestock numbers or requires the importation of large 
quantities of very expensive feed. 

The construction of the Yellowtail unit would contribute substantially to the 
fulfilment of the requirements mentioned. This unit has been authorized as 
an integral part of the overall plan for development of the natural resources 
of the Missouri River Basin, and is virtually indispensable in the development 
of additional irrigated land of the Hardin unit located along the Big Horn 
River. The construction of the Yellowtail unit would provide a supply of 
power for numerous pumping units along the Yellowstone, Tongue, and Powder 
Rivers, comprising a total area of irrigable land of approximately 180,000 acres. 

The power from the Yellowtail unit would also be particularly beneficial in 
the development of the oil fields of southeastern Montana and in Wyoming. 
Significant deposits of chrome are also near this plant. 

An opinion dated February 3, 1954, of Mr. Clarence A. Davis, Solicitor of the 
Department of the Interior, holds that the United States has the right to bring 
condemnation proceedings to acquire the necessary land for construction of 
the -_ and reservoir, and that construction may proceed whenever money is 
available. 

A news release issued February 5, 1954, by the Secretary of the Interior 
states : “That the proposed Yellowtail Dam on the Big Horn River in southeastern 
Montana is fully authorized.” 

In view of the above, as representative of the State Water Conservation 
Board of Montana, I urge an appropriation of $2 million for use of the Bureau 
of Reclamation in starting construction of the Yellowtail unit during fiscal 
year 1955. These funds will be used for the completion of designs and specifi- 
cations for the dam and powerplant, camp, access roads, and final preconstruc- 
tion activities. 

The Solicitor’s opinion is as follows: 


UniTep STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 3, 1954. 
M-36148 (Supp.) 


To: Tne Secretary. 

From: The Solicitor. 

Subject: Condemnation of Indian lands needed for the Yellowtail Dam and 
Reservoir site. 

On October 27, 1952, this office released an opinion (M-36148) to the Secretary 
in which the conclusion was reached that because of section 9 of the act of 
June 28, 1946 (60 Stat. 333, 336), the United States is without power to construct 
the Yellowtail Dam and Reservoir on Crow Indian tribal lands, and that despite 


MEMORANDUM 
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canes authorization of the dam in the Flood Control Act of 1944, it cannot be 
t. 

An extensive examination of this entire situation has been made by this De- 
partment and the following conclusions arrived at: 

(a) The Yellowtail Dam and Reservoir was specifically authorized and ap- 
proved by the Congress as a part of the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

(b) The previous opinion of this Department is largely based upon a pro- 
vision of the act of June 8, 1946, which said: 

“No further construction work on the Crow Indian Reservation shall be under- 
taken by the United States without the prior consent of (1) the Crow Tribe, 
(2) the irrigation district or districts affected, and (3) the Congress of the 
United States.” 

Taken alone and by itself, this language might be construed to prevent the 
construction of the Yellowtail Dam on the Crow Indian Reservation. An exam- 
ination of that act and of its history, however, gives a different meaning to the 
language above set forth. 

To understand the act, it is necessary to recall that there is an already exist- 
ing Crow irrigation project on the reservation, and that the Crows had pre- 
viously complained to the Congress that they were not in favor of the extension 
of that project; that they were being given irrigation systems which they did 
not want, to irrigate lands which they did not wish to irrigate, ete. 

Attention should first be directed to the title of the act of 1946, which is “To 
provide for adjustments in connection with Crow irrigation project, Crow 
Indian Reservation, Mont.” The act, therefore, obviously was intended to apply 
to the existing irrigation project, and no mention of the Yellowtail Dam is 
made in the title or the body of the act. Furthermore, this Department in its 
reports on the bill stated: 

“Section 9 of the bill would prevent new construction on the Crow project 
without the prior consents and replacement contracts required thereunder.” 

Still further, the committee reports of the House and Senate indicate clearly 
that the Yellowtail Dam was not in the contemplation of the Congress in con- 
nection with the 1946 act. 

It is considered most unlikely that this language, primarily relating to another 
matter, was intended, without any specific reference to it, to prohibit construc- 
tion of the Yellowtail Dam, which Congress had just specifically authorized 
at the previous session. Certainly it is not to be lightly inferred that an act with 
this background and with no reference to the specific previous authorization of 
the Yellowtail Dam was intended, by language which is at least ambiguous, to. 
repeal a specific authorization of the Congress, 

(c) There can be no question that the United States possesses the inherent 
right of eminent domain in thé lands required for the construction of this project, 
even though they be tribal lands of the Crows. To hold otherwise is to say 
that the Crow Nation holds land in a more sacred title than do any other land- 
owners in the United States, including the States themselves and their political 
subdivisions. 

(d) It also seems apparent that the United States has the authority to condemn 
the Indian tribal lands of the Crows and that furher congressional action is not 
required. The Congress has specifically authorized the Yellowtail Dam as a 
reclamation and power development and has provided that in undertaking such 
projects the Secretary of the Interior shall be governed by the Federal reclama- 
tion laws (Flood Control Act of 1944, 58 Stat. 887). Section 7 of the Reclama- 
tion Act of 1902 (32 Stat. 388) grants specific authority to the Secretary of the 
Interior to acquire property in the name of the United States by condemnation 
when needed for a reclamation project. It is also pertinent that the Yellowtail 
Dam was one of the dams in the Missouri Basin for which appropriations for 
that general basin program have been made, It might be true that congressional 
action specifically reciting that the act of 1946 was not intended to affect the 
Yellowtail Dam would clear up the supposed ambiguity in the situation, but in my 
opinion, such an ambiguity does not actually exist when proper evaluation of the 
background and purposes of the 1946 act is taken into consideration. 

(e) If there is any validity in the views previously expressed by this Depart- 
ment to the effect that this 1946 act prohibits the construction of the Yellowtail 
Dam, it will be very simple indeed to plead that fact in an answer to the first con- 
demnation suit that is brought, and the matter can then be judicially determined, 
a procedure which would probably result in any ePne no matter what legislation 
the Congress might enact. 
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For all of the foregoing reasons, therefore, it is my opinion that there is 
authority in the Department to proceed with the construction of the Yellowtail 
Dam and to bring such condemnation actions as may be necessary under the pro- 
visions of the existing reclamation laws to acquire possession and title thereto. 


CLARENCE A, Davis, Solicitor. 


Tuorspay, Fresruary 18, 1954. 


Corrrr River Roap, ALASKA 


WITNESS 


JOHN S. LEFEVRE, CHAIRMAN, COOPER RIVER ROAD COMMITTEE, 
CORDOVA, ALASKA 


Mr. Jensen. The committee has before us Mr. John S. Lefevre, of 
Cordova, Alaska, who, I understand, wishes to present a statement in 
behalf of the Cooper River Highway. 

Mr, Lerever. Yes. 

Mr, JensEN. Will you proceed, Mr. Lefevre? 

Mr. Lerryre. Mr. Chairman, for the record, I am John Lefevre, a 
business man from the town of Cordova, Alaska. At present I am an 
elected councilman of Cordova, a civic position I have maintained for 
the past 5 years. I am also a member of the Cordova Chamber of Com- 
merce and for 15 consecutive years have acted in the capacity as 
chairman of the Cooper River Road Committee. 

On behalf of the city of Cordova and the Cordova Chamber of 
Commerce, I express my sincere appreciation for this opportunity to 
appear before this committee for the purpose of explaining, by the 
presentation of indisputable facts, the urgent need and importance of 
completing the construction of the Cooper River Highway, 

Gentlemen of the committee, I do not mean completion within the 
next 5 or 6 years; but immediate completion. If the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the Territory of Alaska have the opportunity of sharin 
in the tremendous wealth just waiting to be taken from the untappe 
natural resources of the Copper River area, there should be no hesita- 
tion. Immediate action will bring immediate results. 

As a means of acquainting you briefly with the Gulf of Alaska area, 
particularly the Cooper River region, I have prepared a map. In 
order that you may follow more easily, 2 miniature of the same map 
is included in your copy of my testimony. 

Mr. Jensen. We are glad to have the map but we cannot print it 
in the record. 

Mr. Lerevre. This [indicating] is a section known as the Cooper 
River area. It embraces an area of more than 65,000 square miles. 
Within this area is concentrated vast, unlimited, untouched poten- 
tials of Federal and Territorial wealth, accessible only through the 
completion of the Copper River Highway. 

- To substantiate such a broad statement, I present the following 
authoritative facts, figures, and illustrations. 

Upon my arrival in Washington, I was fortunately able to secure 
copies of the Geodetic Survey conical map you see before you. If not 
too inconvenient, I would appreciate the gentlemen of the committee 
grouping themselves so that all may see. 

42590—54—pt. 
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If you will now be kind enough to follow me, I will first trace the 
proposed route of the completed Copper River Highway, proceed 
with a brief history of that portion already constructed, and conclude 
with a detailed, informative discussion on all important points con- 
verging to justify the completion of the Copper River Highway. 


COPPER RIVER ROUTE 


Beginning at Cordova, the proposed route will follow the Copper 
River, up through the Copper River Valley to Chitina, from where it 
will continue on to Copper Center, connecting there with the Richard- 
son Highway. This is practically the same route over which the old 
Copper River & Northwest Railroad operated for so many years. 
This old railroad bed, still in excellent condition, will be utilized in 
its entirety as the base of the new highway. 


ROAD NOW CONSTRUCTED 


With reference to that portion of the road already constructed, we 
now have a total of 6314 miles of traversable road ; 2314 miles of this 
road leads out of Cordova toward mile 27 bridge from where it will 
be continued this spring. The first 14 miles of this 2314-mile stretch 
was built by the Federal Civil Aeronautics Administration for the 
purpose of maintaining the CAA station at mile 13. The remaining 
91% miles was built with the $650,000 kindly allowed by Congress for 
the fiscal year of 1953. In this stretch, 43 old bridges were removed, 
and 21 new creosoted pile-type bridges were built. 

At Chitina, we have an additional 39 miles of road. From where the 
now abandoned railroad ended, at Chitina Junction, there still remains 
the 39 miles of road that connect to the Edgerton Highway which con- 
verges with the Richardson Highway. 


CONSTRUCTION FOR 1954 


For the fiscal year of 1954, the Senate and House both agreed on a 
justified appropriation of $2,400,000. It is estimated that this amount 
will build enough road to cross the Copper River delta, a distance of 
12 miles. This 12 mile structure will cost the most per mile to build. 
Within this distance are to be found numerous steel railroad bridges, 
Many of these bridges and their approaches will require extensive 
rehabilitation. Also, an indie number of bridges will need to 
be converted into highway type bridges, per engineering specifica- 
tions. Several miles of the old railroad bed will need special riprap- 
ping with er rock to prevent any washouts that are apt to occur 
uring the flood season of the Copper River. 


CORDOVA 


Today, Cordova is the largest fishing center in the territory west 
of the 141st meridian. The town of Cordova, including its immediate 
adjacent area, has a population of 1,500. It has an assessed valuation 
of $4 million and a current replacement value of not less than $15 
million; with an annual bank debit of over $8 million. Cordova is 
fortunate in having one of the few ice and storm-free harbors in 
southwestern Alaska. Cordova Harbor is not affected by tides, and 
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rovides year-round moorage for the largest of oceangoing vessels. 
Pordova’s dock facilities are more than adequate to handle cargo from 
three vessels simultaneously. Mild winters and cool summers assures 
year-round steamship and small boat operations. Very seldom does 
the weather get colder than 15 above during the winter, or hotter than 
87 above in the summer. 

At one time, Cordova was the ocean terminus of the Copper River 
& Northwest Railway, serving the copper mines at Kennecott. From 
1911 to 1938, a period of 27 years, the Copper River & Northwest Rail- 
way hauled a total of 10 million tons oF mined ore. This tonnage 
included a closely estimated content of 687,500 tons of copper; valued 
at $227,375,000. All this ore was exported through the port of 
Cordova. Both the railroad and the port of Cordova easily main- 
tained uninterrupted, year-round operations throughout the 27 years. 

At the present time, Cordova’s economic stability is based entirely on 
its commercial fishing industry. In recent years, it has become in- 
creasingly evident that the canned salmon pack, our largest industry, 
will gradually decrease. In order to take advantage of the constantly 

owing demands for seafood products in the interior of Alaska, the 
Goptier River Highway should be completed immediately. This com- 
pleted highway would give easy marketing access to the highly de- 
veloped Prince William Sound area, creating additional as well as 
more permanent employment for the entire locality. 

The importance of the port of Cordova to the interior of Alaska and 
coastwise shipping interests will be materially enhanced when the 
Copper River Highway is completed. 

irteen miles from Cordova, the present highway leads to the city’s 
primary airport, built and maintained by the CAA. Regular sched- 
ules provide daily plane service between Seattle and Anchorage. 
secondary airport operation, “ee. the surrounding Prince William 
Sound area and the interior, is ably provided by the Cordova Air 
Service, located on the Lake Road, a short mile and a half from Cordova 
roper. 

Taformation on hand confirms the rumor that fishing activities in 
Cordova this season will be sharply curtailed. The major part of 
unemployment resulting from such curtailment will be aliesebed by 
local and Alaska public works construction of a new elementary school 
and general hospital. Further employment will be created through 
continued construction of the Copper River Highway. 

Cordova now looks forward to the bright possibility that this city 
will obtain many of the developments desired—when the Copper 
River Highway has been completed. Thus, once again, Cordova will 
ig Ris rightful place in the era of economic growth and prosperity 
a. 


KATELLA AREA—COAL AND OIL 


In 1953, highway construction appropriations built the Copper River 
Highway to mile 23; 1954 will make possible the cross- 
ta 


ing of the Copper River delta, and the construction of the highway to 
the junction of the road leading to the Bering River coal and oil fields 
at Katella. The coal and oil to be found in this area are highly com- 
parable to the Pennsylvania type and quality. 

Katella coal fields produce the only coking coal in Alaska or on the 
west coast. These 50 square miles of coal fields are reported to contain 
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1.1 billion tons of bituminous and 2.1 billion tons of anthracite coal. 
Katella oil deposits are the only known paraffin based oil on the west. 
coast. Little is known of the oil prospectus, although renowned geolo- 
gists, basing their reports on seepages and strata formation, have 
mly predicted that the Katella oil area could easily become one of 
the world’s major oil producing fields. The Katella field is the only 
Alaskan field known to have produced oil in commercial quantities. 
For many years, a small processing refinery operated in Katella; 
156,000 barrels of oil were pumped from shallow wells and the by- 
roducts were commercially distributed throughout the Valdes- 
rdova railway belt. 

A lease and working agreement have been currently negotiated be- 
tween the Federal Government and two major oil companies, covering 
oil exploration on approximately 2 million acres of land in the Katella 
district. One and one-half million dollars in working equipment is 
already on location in this area. Several miles of road have been built, 
and actual drilling operations will be under way shortly. 

The port of Cordova would be the only logical deepsea port so nec- 
essary in exporting the coal and oil products that would result from the 
development of the Katella area. ‘The completed Copper River High- 
way would also make it ible to transport the finished products to 
Anchorage, and Fairbanks, where there is a tremendous military and 
civilian market waiting to be served. 


MINERAL DEVELOPMENT—BREMNER RIVER AREA 


From Katella Junction, following the old railroad bed, the Copper 
River Highway would proceed up the Copper River Canyon to Mile 72. 
From there, a feeder road up the Bremner River would open for in- 
tensive development a highly mineralized area. This area has been 
lightly prospected, but due to lack of transportation, has remained 
inaccessible for commercial development. 

Gold, lead, zinc, nickel, copper, antimony, molybdenum, and iron 
have been located there in quantities important enough to justify this 
feeder road. 

It is difficult to overestimate the importance of the mineral industry 
to the general welfare and development of Alaska. 


WOODS CANYON DAM SITE 


_ From Mile 72, up the Copper River to Mile 122 where the Copper 
River emerges from Woods Canyon, there slumbers a Gigantic, ow- 
cost power potential, whose equal in all Alaska would be impossible 
to find. That location is known as the proposed Woods Canyon Dam 
site. One of Alaska’s largest, and somibly the largest dam on the Pa- 
cific coast, could be built there. 

This dam would be 615 feet high and 1,730 feet long. When de- 
veloped it would have a total storage of 14,450,000 acre-feet. The 
reservoir would extend upstream for many miles, forming a lake 
nearly 65 miles long. This reservoir area has little or no development 
and is almost entirely within public domain. A hydroelectric power- 
pert at the Woods Canyon Dam site would be capable of producing 

billion kilowatt energy annually at the low cost of only 3.1 mills; 
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one-fourth the kilowatt cost of the Eklutna project under present 
construction. 

I offer for testimony, the additional description of the proposed 
Woods Canyon Dam site, as recorded in House Document No. 182, 83d 
Co , Ist session ; page 70—data sheet; pages 83 through 85, para- 
grap 334 through 342. 

evelopment and availability of low-cost hydroelectric power will 
assist in unlocking Alaska’s vast mineral resources. Low-cost power 
will enable the mining and refining of raw materials in Alaska, for 
subsequent shipping by boat to Pacific coast marekts, to compete fa- 
vorably with transcontinental rail deliveries. 

The success of many new industries would be directly contingent 
upon low-cost power that would encourage local development of min- 
erals now lying dormant. 

In the interest of development on the rail belt, it is imperative that 
the proposed Woods Canyon hydroelectric power site should be con- 
structed within the shortest possible time. Anchorage is merely 260 
miles, and Fairbanks is only 310 miles from the Woods Canyon area. 
Their present connecting highway system would allow installation and 
servicing of transmission lines at a minimum cost. At present they 
have no available hydroelectric sites that can supply low-cost power 
that ep am favorably with the Woods Canyon site. Today, be- 
cause of the impact of the large military installations adjacent to Fair- 
banks and Anchorage, there is a crying need in both cities for the 
development of low-cost hydroelectric power. 

If Alaska industry is to expand on a healthy economic basis, full 
utilization of the Woods Canyon low-cost hydroelectric power re- 
sources is necessary. 


TIMBER AREA POTENTIAL 


An access road, using the crest of this proposed dam, would make 
available many square miles of valuable timber, predominately white 
spruce. Production of such building materials in Alaska is a para- 
mount need of both military and civilian interests concentrated in 
cities in the interior of Alaska. 


CHITINA VALLEY AREA 


This same feeder road would lead to the upper Chitina River Valley 
town of McCarthy. Within a short distance of McCarthy is located 
the famous Kennicott Mines, from which 10 million tons of rich 
copper ore was mined. The upper Chitina Valley, not inundated by 
the lake that would be formed by the Woods Canyon Dam, contains 
thousands of acres of fertile farmland. 

During the railroad days, many of these acres were kept cultivated, 
supplying all mine and railroad personnel with their complete fresh 
vegetable requirements, in addition to which the Alaska Road Com- 
mission was supplied with timothy hay. Even cherry trees have 
flourished and born fruit in that region. By making this area acces- 
sible to farming the Cordova-Prince William Sound districts would 
Mcp greatly through a constant supply of fresh produce at a reason- 
able cost. 

The mountains bordering the Chitina Valley are heavily mineral- 
ized, copper predominating. Forty copper prospects have been located 
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in these mountains. Some of these prospects have already been de- 
veloped to the production stage, but due to the lack of any roads, the 
majority of these prospects remain inaccessible and ‘therefore, idle. 
Numerous other prospects indicate that large bodies of a variety of 
minerals are located in these mountains, such as gold, silver, molyb- 
denum, antimony, lead, iron, and zinc. 

During the years these minerals were prospected, the metal uranium 
had little known value. From recent reports issued by geologists who 
have made an aerial study of this area, there is every indication that 
large em of this precious uranium and similar precious metals, 
previously overlooked, do exist in this locality. Verification of such 
reports must necessaril y wait until this region becomes accessible—-by 
feeder roads off the Copper River Highway. 


TOURIST DEVELOPMENT 


Nature has supplied Cordova with the most scenic locality of all 
Alaskan towns. From the beginning of the Copper River Route, to 
the Richardson highway, nature has lavishly expressed herself through 
mile upon mile of scenic grandeur. Unimpeded by steep grades, the 
entire 1,700 miles is a tourist’s paradise. No matter what one may 
demand as a tourist attraction to Alaska, it will be found along the 
Copper River route. 

Glaciers to photograph, the thrill of turbulent rivers, mountain 
peaks to climb, trout fishing for the fisherman ; moose, mountain sheep 
and goats for the hunter; from brown bears to skiing—it is all there 
jn abundance. Many tourist’s resorts would be built along the high- 
way. Short trails would lead to scenic splendors which, as expressed 
by a famous world traveler, “surpass the scenic wonders of Switzer- 
land.” The tremendous development possible in the tourist trade 
would alone amply justify the completion of the Copper River High- 
way. 

Gentlemen of this committee, I wish you could each have the pleasure 
of seeing our Copper River area in all its magnitude and abundant 
opportunities for prosperous development. Such a sight would un- 
questionably elicit from you these same words exclaimed by Senator 
Hugh Butler when he was flying over this area last August. “I would 
never have believed so short a distance could embrace so much wealth 
and beauty in its natural resources. This country must be opened at 
once. This highway must be built at once.” Senator Butler was not 
just being polite when he made these declarations. He has since, 
several times reaffirmed these same statements in various public 
addresses. 

Today we are necessarily faced with a period of national economy; 
but, is it true economy to disallow sufficient funds to complete this 
important Copper River Highway when there is indisputable evi- 
dence that final completion will result in a development of this area 
that will repay all Federal investments many times over? The old 
Copper River area has already repaid in revenues 32 times the amount 
of the original purchase price of Alaska. If allowed the opportunity 
the Copper River area will pour substantial sums into the National 
treasury within a short period following development. 
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Gentlemen of the committee, I earnestly petition you for an appro- 
priation of $10 million with which to continue and complete construc- 
tion of the Copper River Highway. Not as a gift, but asa loan. A 
loan that will be nerously repaid within an amazingly short time. 


Justification for this appropriation has been given you in detail. I 
rest my testimony, and place my faith in your excellent judgment that 
will allow my humble petition. 

LT also have attached to my statement the excerpt from House Docu- 
ment 182 of the 83d Congress, which I would like to have made a 
part of the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


Estimated 
Prime cost per kilo- 
watt-hour in 
kilowatts tmaills for 
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1 Cost per kilowatt-hour not evaluated. 


334. Copper River, Wood Canyon site.—Copper River heads on the north slope 
of Mount Wrangell and flows in a circuitous course 265 miles to the Gulf of 
Alaska. It rises at the foot of Copper Glacier at an elevation of about 3,700 
feet and flows northerly to the Copper River Plateau dropping to elevation 2,600 
in 22 miles. The river then follows a well-defined inner canyon cut through 
the broad plateau which extends in a semicircle around the western end of the 
Wrangell Mountains. The Chitina River joins the Copper River at river-mile 
91.7. From this point, the Copper River leaves the broad alluvial valley and 
enters Wood Canyon where it is confined to a narrow channel by steeply sloping 
rock walls until it reaches the mouth of the Tasnuna River at mile 44.7. 
Throughout the lower 40 miles, the river generally occupies a narrow alluvial 
bed which widens to a broad delta at the mouth. 

335. The gravel and silts forming the canyon walls along the course of Copper 
River through the plateau area do not afford good dam sites. Below the mouth 
of Chitina River through Wood Canyon, however, the topography and rock 
structure indicate several sites for a high dam. The terrain is exceedingly rough 
with numerous vertical rock cliffs. The canyon walls rise steeply to about 600 feet 
above the water surface and then assume a lesser slope for several thousand 
feet upward to mountain peaks. Except where the canyon walls are masked with 
talus or stream gravels, the rock types are exposed. These exposures indicate 
that the materials are composed of a thick series of bedded rocks including schist, 
slate, limestone and marble, volcanic tuffs, and fine-grained basalts. All of the 
rock types have been subjected to a high degree of metamorphism by both crustal 
deformation and magmatic intrusion which mask their original identity. All 
rocks of the area appear highly schistose and closely jointed. Regional folding 
is apparent with the major fold axis trending slightly north of west. The 
original bedding strikes parallel to this trend while the dip varies greatly. 
Locally the structure varies greatly from the general trend, probably the result of 
repeated folding and faulting. 


J 

\ 

firm power 
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- 336. Final selection of a dam axis as well as the magnitude of development 
would require extensive subsurface exploration and detailed study. A probable 
development of the power potential at the Wood Canyon site is presented for an 
axis at river mile 84.7 where the river is confined to a width of 330 feet at low 


water. 

337. The drainage area at this site is estimated to be 21,000 square miles from 
which the average annual runoff is estimated to be 26,500,000 acre-feet or equiva- 
lent to a uniform flow of 36,600 cubic feet per second. If developed to a normal 
pool elevation of 900 feet, a total storage of 14,450,000 acre-feet would be avail- 
able. By drawing the reservoir down to a minimum pool of 733 feet, a usable 
storage of 9,200,000 acre-feet would be provided. However, the anticipated loss 
of usable storage in 50 years because of siltation and ice would amount to 1,300,000 
acre-feet. The net usable storage would be about 7,900,000 acre-feet, which would 
yield a regulated minimum flow of about 26,400 cubic feet per second. 

338. The dam would be a concrete gravity structure with a height of 615 feet 
and would raise the water surface from tailwater at elevation 410 to normal 
pool at elevation 900. The overall length of the structure would be 1,730 feet. 
Flows during construction would be diverted by 4 tunnels 40 feet in diameter, 
2 in each abutment. A gate-controlled spillway, 400 feet long in the river 
section, would provide a capacity of 500,000 cubic feet per second at maximum 
pool elevation 905. Additional spillway capacity would be provided by a gate- 
controlled sill 250 feet long on the left abutment. This auxiliary spillway would 
discharge 300,000 cubic feet per second to 2 tunnels connecting to the left abut- 
ment diversion tunnels. Two power intake towers located on the right abut- 
ment, would connect by tunnel to the two diversion tunnels in that abutment. 

339. The powerhouse would be located on the right abutment 4,500 feet 
downstream from the dam. Two steel penstocks 40 feet in diameter would lead 
from the intake towers through the tunnels to the manifold serving the turbines. 
The head from normal pool to powerhouse tailwater at elevation 405 would be 
495 feet. 

340. The powerhouse would have an overall length of about 870 feet and would 
house 12 Francis turbine-driven generating units having a capacity of 90,000 
kilowatts each, a station service unit, and an assembly bay. Total installed 
capacity would be 1,080,000 kilowatts, and the prime capacity would be about 
800,000 kilowatts. About 7 billion kilowatt-hours of energy annually would be 
generated at a cost of approximately 3.1 mills per kilowatt-hour on the basis of 
prices prevailing in the latter part of 1949. 

841. Copper River sustains the largest runs of salmon of any stream in this 
area. Construction of a dam at the Wood Canyon site would create a serious 
problem in the maintaining of fish runs that would have to be solved before 
construction could be undertaken, and, whatever the solution, provision of fish 
facilities would be a major item of cost of the project. 

342. The reservoir would extend upstream on the Copper River a distance of 
48 miles to a point 10 miles below Copper Center. The lower 49 miles of the 
Chitina River and the lower reaches of several other streams would also be 
inundated. Very little development exists within the reservoir area which is 
almost entirely in public domain. The principal settlements affected would be 
Chitina and lower Tonsina. Also, a section of Edgerton Highway totaling 20 
miles would require relocation. The abandoned Copper River and Northwestern 
Railway passed through Wood Canyon and continued up the Copper River to 
Chitina where it crossed the stream and extended through Chitina Basin to 
McCarthy. Access to the dam site would require a main road connection from 
Cordova or Valdez. 


Mr. Lerevrr. Also a statement entitled “Wealth From Water” and 
a brief statement concerning Cordova, the ocean terminus of Copper 
pts Highway, and a telegram which I would like to insert in the 
record, 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


WEALTH From WateER 


Alaska’s future potential wealth staggers the imagination. It is incalculable. 
A portion of the wealth to be created with proper use of water resources, can 
be approximated. 

It must be realized the following information is very general, suitable only 
for reconnaissance purposes. It will require considerable modification or even 
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major revision when more definite data have been accumulated. A serious 
attempt has been made to keep the estimates of monetary value conservative. 

Alaska’s potential hydroelectric generation exceeds 50 billion kilowatt-hours 
annually. How much is it worth? Customers having constant demand for ex- 
ceptionally large blocks of power, such as the light-metals industry, might 
receive a firm power rate less than 3 mills per kilowatt-hour. The small user 
with irregular demands would be supplied at a much higher rate. It is estimated 
that the weighted average of all sales would be 4 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Fifty billion kilowatt-hours would bring in $200 million in gross sales each 


year. 

Alaska’s potential agricultural lands are sufficient to meet the needs of its 
developing economy. Estimates of the ultimate potential acreage vary widely, 
but an estimate of about 5 million acres appears to be a fair appraisal of the 
area that may be physically suitable for cultivation and crop production. Due 
to a diversity of economic factors, however, the acreage which may be economi- 
cally feasible for agricultural production may not exceed 2 million acres. Almost 
all of this land would require clearing, and much of it might require irrigation 
or drainage for optimum production. At present agricultural lands produce 
annually an average gross income of about $75 per acre. Pasturelands have 
a much lower annual income, but lands devoted to vegetable crops have produced 
annual incomes in excess of $250 per acre. Using the present average annual 
gross income of $75 per acre and the estimated area of 2 million acres, the gross 
income from agriculture would approximate $150 million per year. 

It should be mentioned that only a portion of the potential income from agri- 
culture should be attributed directly to development of water resources, the 
remainder being attributable to other factors of production, such as the land 
and application of fertilizers. 

Floods now cause recurring damage to property as well as endangering lives 
in Alaska. Flood control benefits which would result from multiple-purpose 
river control systems have not as yet been evaluated. Likewise, benefits re- 
sulting from potential improvement of inland waterway navigation have not 
been evaluated. These maters require future study by the Corps of Engineers. 

Recreational benefits resulting from multiple-purpose projects would be con- 
siderable, but require extensive study by the National Park Service and the Fish 
and Wildlife Service before any estimate of monetary value could be made. 

Water for municipal and industrial purposes will increase in importance as 
the Territory develops. Benefits would result from construction of a multiple- 
purpose project to serve the Fairbanks and the Nome areas but an estimate must 
await further study. 

The age of light metals is here. This presents one serious question: Are the 
low-cost power resources of the Nation great enough to produce these wonder 
metals in sufficient quantities? Even now aluminum production is severely 
restricted owing to lack of low-cost power in the States. Most light metal pro- 
ducers are combing the country for potential power sources which could be 
developed to supply energy at less than 3 mills per kilowatt-hour. There are 
only a few remaining undeveloped sites in the United States capable of generating 
energy at such low cost. This has resulted in light metal producers turning 
toward Canada. Recently, they have been eyeing Alaska’s power potentialities. 

Alaska’s power potentialities may well be the decisive factor in the world 
struggle for supremacy in production of light metals. 

Supersonic scientific research in the States has been severely restricted for 
lack of electric energy. Two years ago the War Department anounced they de- 
sired 9 billion kilowatt-hours of electric energy to power a supersonic wind 
tunnel. This quantity of power is twice the full output of Hoover Dam or Grand 
Coulee. 

Even the division of the project into 2 widely separated units, each requiring 
4.5 billion kilowatt-hours did not solve the power supply problem. 

Alaska’s potential power may provide the answer. There are few places on 
the earth’s surface where such fantastic quantities of power can be made availa- 
ble as in Alaska. Power requirements of the entire project could be met at either 
Anchorage, Fairbanks, or Juneau. It was estimated that a city of 25,000 persons 
would be constructed in conjunction with such a research center. 

What indirect benefits would accrue to Alaska’s development of low-cost power 
sources for use in manufacturing and mining? Such benefits would be so far- 
reaching as to be incalculable, but a partial determination of the true value of 
the energy is possible. 


| 


1556 


Considering, first, indirect benefits in manufacturing, the statistical abstract 
of the United States discloses revealing information on the economics of manu- 
facturing in the States during 1939. The list of manufacturers was screened 
to eliminate those not likely to have a corresponding development in Alaska and 
statistics compiled for the following: 

Lumber and timber basic products. 

Furniture and finished lumber products. 

Paper and allied products. 

Chemicals and allied products. 

Products of petroleum and coal. 

Leather and leather products. 

Stone, clay, and glass products. 

Tron and steel and their products. 

Nonferrous metals and their products. 

The average worker in these industries used 16,100 kilowatt-hours of electric 
energy, equivalent to an average demand of more than 10 horsepower. 

After spending $4,200 for raw or semifinished materials, electric energy, and 
‘wages, the value of finished products totaled $7,400 per worker. The true value 
of electric energy at the disposal of the average worker is readily seen when 
‘data show that 1 kilowatt-hour of energy, plus 7% minutes of the worker’s time 
turned 26 cents worth of raw or semifinished materials, electric energy, and 
wages, into finished products valued at 46 cents. Without electric energy this 
same average worker would have been practically helpless. Blectrie energy 
enabled the worker to create over and above his wage, 20 cents of wealth with 
each kilowatt-hour. 

Similarly, for every kilowatt-hour of electric energy used in mining in the 
States during 1939, minerals worth 85 cents were extracted. 

Should Alaska develop mining and manufacturing to the point where 150,000 
persons are gainfully employed in mining, and 600,000 in manufacturing, power 
requirements would be 11 billion kilowatt-hours and value of products would 
be $5.7 billion a year predicated on statistical averages for the States in 1939. 

With the development of Alaska’s economy the benefits that would result from 
development of Alaska’s agricultural lands would be far-reaching. The standard 
of living would be materially raised. Under present conditions many foods are 
so expensive as to be out of reach for many people. This is particularly true 
of eggs, milk, and green vegetables, all of which could be produced in Alaska. 
With a plentiful supply of food available at substantially lower cost, the Ter- 
ritorial department of health believes the elimination of diet deficiencies would 
result in improvement of the health of many Alaskans. 

The commander in chief of the Alaskan Command stated: “To the extent that 
civil facilities are developed to a level which will permit a self-sustaining economy 
and a full development of the natural resources of the Territory, the expenditures 
for purely military works may be reduced. The benefit to the national economy 
of such a reduction in military expenditures is obvious. 

“A review of the various programs proposed for implementation by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, indicates that a number of these would, if implemented, 
strengthen the internal economy of Alaska, and thus tend to reduce the invest- 
ment in military works without a corresponding reduction in defense capabilities. 

“Among these projects are the provision of housing and community facilities, 
the improvement of transportation, the development of hydroelectrical power, 
increase in agricultural development, and the encouragement of capital goods 
industry.” 

This is conclusive proof of important potential benefits for the defense of 
Alaska and the Nation. 

GROSS RETURNS 


Based on the generation of 50 billion kilowatt-hours annually and the develop- 
ment of 2 million acres of agricultural land, the annual gross returns would be: 


Power $200, 000, 000 
Agricultural income 150, 000, 000 

These would be accompanied by annual benefits associated with the related 
purposes of flood control, navigation, recreation, and municipal water supply. 
No attempt has been made to evaluate these associated benefits. 
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FURTHER INVESTIGATIONS 


Before this great ‘wealth from water’ can be realized, multiple-purpose river 
control systems must first be constructed. However, the Congress could only 
act after engineering and economic investigations were completed for individual 
projects and feasibility reports submitted. . It would be a sound investment for 
the Government to continue engineering and economic investigations for the 
orderly and comprehensive development of Alaska’s water and land resources. 
Millions for detajled plans will produce billions in benefits. 


Corpova, THE OCEAN TERMINUS OF CopPER HIGHWAY 


Population: 1,500. 

Present day replacement of city improvements: $15 million. 

Annual bank debit: $8 million. 

Industries: 90 percent seafoods, 5 percent furs, 4: percent lumbering. 

Annual average temperature : 39° to 43° complement to coast of Maine. Mean 
January average temperature: 27° to 34° complement to city of New York. July 
average temperature: 52° to 57° summer temperature cooler than all parts of 
United States. Highest recorded temperature: 87° ; lowest ever recorded : —19°, 
year 1932. Summer growing season ranges 107 to 206 days. Annual precipi- 
tation, 30-year period, 147.48 inches. 48 percent of total annual precipitation 
falls in months August through November. 23 percent of total annual precipi- 
tation falls from April through July. The daily hours of sunshine vary from 
6 hours in winter to 19 hours in summer. Wind data over period of 17 years 
shows average of 6 miles per hour. 

Harbor: Cordova enjoys an open year-round storm-free harbor for ocean- 
going vessels with docking facilities at present for handling cargo from three 
such vessels. 

During the years 1911 through 1938, 10 million tons of copper ore passed 
through her portals valued at $227,375,000 of copper content. 

Highway distances from Cordova to Seattle, 3,134 miles ; Anchorage, 385 miles; 
Fairbanks, 446 miles. 

Mineral potentials adjacent to the Copper River Highway: Coal—estimated 
1.1 billion tons; bituminous, 2.1 billion tons anthracite. Oil—over 2 million 
acres. Being exploited by renowned companies with 1% millions of dollars of 
equipment in field. These fields have produced from several shallow wells 
156,000 barrels of oils. Geologists predict this field to become one of the largest 
producers. Gold, silver, lead, zinc, nickel, antimony, molybdenum, iron, and 
copper have been found in this area. Copper to date is predominant throughout. 
Recent geologists aerial surveys indicate that the metal uranium abounds in the 
upper Bremner and Chitna River areas. 

One-fifth of the Alaska potential hydroelectric power resources are found in 
the Copper River area—-l1 hydroplant situated at Wood Canyon site alone 
would supply 7 billion kilowatts energy annually at 3.1 mills per kilowatt with 
a gross annual revenue of $28 million. Installed capacity would be 1,080,000 
kilowatts at 3.1 mills, in comparison to Eklutna’s present project of 30,000 kilo- 
watts at 11 mills. Enough power here to supply all of the interior of Alaska and 
its military bases, besides several electrometallurgical and chemical plants. 
Distances from Woods Canyon site via established highways would be Chitna 
Junction on Richards Highway 50 miles; Valdez, 94 miles from Junction; 
Anchorage, 214 miles from Junction; Fairbanks, 275 miles from Junction. Cor- 
dova, over constructed Copper River Highway, 120 miles from power site. 


Mr. Lerevre. Also I have this letter I received this morning, which 
is a statement by Senator Hugh Butler, Nebraska, for the House Ap- 
propriation Subcommittee on Interior, February 18, 1954, concerning 
the Copper River Highway, Alaska, which reads: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR HuGH BUTLER (NEBRASKA) FOR THE HOUSE APPROPRIATION 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE INTERIOR, Ferruary 18, 1954 


THE COPPER RIVER HIGHWAY, ALASKA 


I very much hope that House Appropriation Subcommittee may be able to 
provide funds for the continuation of construction on the Copper River Highway 
in Alaska during the coming fiscal year. 
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Last summer, as a member of a group from the Senate Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee, I visited Alaska in connection with hearings on the state- 
hood question. It was my good fortune to fly over the entire Copper River area, 
and I am convinced that this region has wonderful possibilities for development 
of its mineral and power resources. Alaska’s greatest need is roads. The growth 
of population and wealth in Alaska cannot proceed any faster than the develop- 
ment of an adequate transportation system. In my opinion, completion of the 
Copper River Highway is one of the most important links in such a system, and 
I urge the subcommittee to permit this work to go ahead as rapidly as possible. 


Representative Ben F. JENSEN, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


We strongly urge your wholehearted support of the construction of the Copper 
River Highway. Exploitation of coal, copper, oil, and other basic natural re- 
sources hinge upon its completion, and its economic importance to the develop- 
ment of Alaska economy cannot be overemphasized. 


ALEXANDER Barrp, 
General Manager, Alaska Development Board. 

Mr. Lerrver. I have some photo hs, Mr. Chairman, which I 
would like to have you look at. Also I have here some samples of 
ores and some samples of oil as it came out of a seepage in the area of 
Katella. 

Mr. Jensen. This is in the natural state ? 

Mr. Lerevre. It is in the natural state, just like it came out. Also 
here are two samples of coal, one bituminous and the other anthracite. 

The copper ore is from the old Kennecut mine, and the gold is a 
finding of various districts. 

This map indicates the location of the pro highway. This 
Sig from mile 23.5 has been completed. That is, up to that point 

om mile 23.5 to 39 is the section of the road which will give us a 
crossing to the Copper River Delta. That is what is in the appropria- 
tion now to be constructed, work starting on it this year. 

From 39 across to the Katella coalfield is the road, we are asking 
for a road to connect there. 

The road from 39 up to 72, Bering River district, where a bridge 
will be put across that section to this part of the country. 

From No. 72 up to 120 is where I would like to point out to you. 
Here we would have one of the largest dam sites in all of Alaska 
with some 7 billion kilowatts of energy, potential, to be derived from 
that dam site alone. 

Mr. Jensen. That has not been authorized ? 

Mr. Lerevrr. It has only gone so far that the Harvey Aluminum 
Co. has applied to the Power Commission for rights and the Power 
Commission has set aside 165,000 acres for that site. 

Mr. Jensen. The Harvey Co. will build that on its own? 

Mr. Lerrvrr. They have asked for this permit for 
examination over there; they agreed to spend $350,000 the first year 
and $2.5 million on engineering the next year. 

Mr. Jensen. That is fine. 

Mr. Lerever. That will form a lake above there about 65 miles in 
ange. That is indicated on the map in the blue. 

n this side of the large dam, is one of the richest stands of white 
spruce in the area, or in this whole section of the country. 

At the headquarters of the Chitina River are several thousand acres 
of farming land. Down to the town of Chitina, which is 11 miles 
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above the power, Woods Canyon power site, we have a road now, 39 
miles in length, which has already been constructed and is in use, and 
connects with the Richardson Highway. 

So what we ask for is a continuation of the construction between 39 
and 131, which is Chitina. 

We also ask for immediate construction of—as I say, immediate— 
a 2-year program, and it is estimated to be about a $10 million cost, 
making the connection there. 

We would like to have that money given this year, at least, money 
enough so that we could start this upper end as well as the work on 
the other end, the lower end. 

Mr. Jensen. How much money would that be? 

Mr. Lerevre. We would like to have in the overall this year $5 mil- 
lion. 

Mr. Jensen. How much is in the budget? 

Mr. Lerevre. At the present time, we are—— 

Mr. Jensen. $80,000 for plans. 

Then you have got carryover funds? Do you not have a carry- 
over from last year ? 

Mr. Lerrvre. The money is to be used this year, starting in 1954, 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Lerevee. $2,400,000. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, I am afraid you are going to have to lower 
your sights. So tell us now what you Suk actually need. 


Mr. . The group before me, who appeared before you, had 
asked for $700,000 to be able to complete this section right in here, 
the crossing up to this point, to the coalfields. 


Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Lerevre. I am asking at the same time you also allow addi- 
tional moneys large enough to start construction on this upper end. 
We can build there at the same time. Next year when the construction 
is finished across the Delta, then again we can work on both ends, to 
bring it to an ultimate finish. 

Mr, Jensen. What was the $700,000 for? The Governor of Alaska 
pen for that. Would that permit any money to be spent for the 

am 

Mr. Lerrvre. That would permit no money to be spent on this, only 
continuation on lower contract. We psy 4 like to start, or initiate 
construction of highway on upper end, at this time. And, at the same 
time, we can work on down here. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. That is your story? 

Mr. Lerevre. Yes. The reason we ask for this previous $10 million 
is because if we are going to do it little by little, then it will be a long 
time getting through. Also due to the fact that the military installa- 
tions are, near their completion, the civilian contractors are moving 
out, and it is going to cost a lot more to construct this road after the 
heavy civilian equipment is removed and they have to come back 
again. 

er. JENSEN. When the Governor was here, he testified in favor of 
some appropriation for this work. All I can say is that the committee 
will take that under advisement. We understand, I believe, what you 
have in mind. 
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Mr. Lerevrr. We are hoping you will be gracious enough to allow 
us to get started this year, and then next year we can be working on 
both ends at the same time. We would like to get the road in by not 
later than 1956. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well, thank you very much, Mr. Lefevre. 

Mr. Lerevre. Thank you. 


Tuurspay, Fesrvary 18, 1954. 


Avaska Pusrtic Worxs—Hicu Scuoor, Juneau 
WITNESS 


0. F. BENECKE, REPRESENTING JUNEAU INDEPENDENT SCHOOL 
DISTRICT, JUNEAU, ALASKA 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Benecke, you are here in the interest of the public 
works program of Alaska? 

Mr. Benecke. Yes. For the record, my name is O. F. Benecke, and 
I have been for 16 years a resident of Alaska. I am the immediate 
past president of the Juneau Chamber of Commerce, and I am here 
officially representing the Juneau Independent School District, and 
in their behalf; their proposed application is pending before the Pub- 
lic Works for the construction of a high school and remodeling of 
the grade school, and remodeling of the present high school, and the 
conversion thereof to a grade school. 

Our problem, gentlemen, is that we cannot build schools fast enough 
to_keep up with our increased enrollment. Three years ago the en- 
rollment had gradually increased to 969, and because of this gradual 
increase we built, with our own funds, a grade school, costing nearly 
$1 million. We did this—this was in 1952—and, as I say, it was done 
with our own funds, despite the fact that the project was eligible to 
come under the public law, Alaska Public Works Act 264. 

Frankly, we felt that when that was finished that we had things 
uite well under control. However, something entirely unexpected 
eveloped. Our enrollment started to soar and in the 3 years since 

that time our enrollment has increased one-half. Although we had 
a general increase in the growth enrollment in all the other grades, the 
lowest grades were the grades in which the unexpected increase took 
place, with a greater increased enrollment. As a matter of fact, in 
the kindergarten, for example, was 79, 3 years ago, and it is 171 now. 
For the first grade, 3 years ago it was 106 and now it is 172. 

Our present grade school is overcrowded by 250 students, and 
our present high school is presently overcrowded 50 percent. 

If the present trend continues and with an even more conservative 
estimate, in 2 more years the grade school will be overcrowded by 
450 students, and the high school 75 percent. 

It is interesting to know, it is essential to know, that since the 
great increases have occurred in the kindergartens and in the first 
grade, the demand for additional space is going to be continued 

or a long time, rather than something that will pass shortly. We 
are now holding classes in temporary quarters, as we had to do before 
we constructed the other school. 
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Mr. Jensen. May I say, Mr. Benecke, that Governor Heintzleman 
and Mr. Strand appeared before the committee, and we went over 
the public-buildings program quite extensively with them. I think 
the committee is going to do something in addition to what is in 
the budget. I am not sure, and I am not speaking for the other 
members of the committee, but that is one of the things the committee 
has gone into quite thoroughly. 

Mr. Benecxe. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I shall not take more 
of the committee’s time, other than to say the program for orderly 
development of schools would provide for the remodeling of the 
present grade school, conversion of the present high school through 
remodeling to a grade school, and construction of an entirely new 
high school. 

Mr. Jensen. Have you held an election? 

Mr. Benecxe. An election has been held; yes. 

Mr. Jensen. And it passed overwhelmingly ¢ 

Mr. Benecxe. It passed overwhelmingly in all phases, and at the 
same time we passed upon a revenue-producing measure to retire 
the debt. 

Mr. Jensen. Are the plans and specifications completed ? 

Mr. Benecxr. The general plans are. 

Mr. Jensen. Is there anything else you wish to say? 

Mr. Benecke. Nothing other than to say that, as you know, this 
project is not on the list of projects in the budget here. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand. 

Mr. Benecke. It is something that is very greatly needed. 

Mr. JENsEN. Is the $1,843,836 the figure that you have in mind? 

Mr. Brenecke. The requested amount was $3,600,000, but we are 
willing to build in stages, and the $1,800,000 figure will certainly be 
of substantial help this year. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well, thank you. 

Mr. Benecxe. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Tuurspay, Fesrvary 18, 1954. 
Sarcent Prosecr 


WITNESSES 


HON. A. L. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF NEBRASKA 
CYRIL P. SHAUGHNESSY, ST. PAUL, NEBR. 


Mr. JENseN. The committee is pleased to have with us this morning, 
Hon. A. L. Miller, of Nebraska, with whom is appearing also a group 
of people from Nebraska. 

We will be pleased to have you proceed. 

Mr. Mutter. Mr. Chairman, these men are from western and cen- 
tral Nebraska but they are not all going to speak. They came down 
to lend moral support, and 2 or 3 of them are going to make very 
short statements on some projects in Nebraska. 

The one they will sneak mtr first is the Sargent irrigation unit. 


You were kind enough 2 days back to let me appear before the com- 


1562 


mittee and represent 7 or 8 projects which have been before the 
committee of which I am the chairman. The committee feels they 
are feasible, and we hope to have the green light on them. I under- 
stand that the Budget Bureau will be passing shortly on each of these 
eight projects; among them will be the Sargent unit and the Glendo 
unit. 

The Sargent group unit will be represented by Mr. Cyril P. Shaugh- 
nessy, an Leornoy rom St. Paul. It is a project that has been ‘de. 
clared feasible by Congress; it is in the Missouri River Basin plan. 
A feasibility report has been submitted. 

Mr. Jensen. That was on what? 

Mr. Mixer. On the Sargent unit. 

Now, with your permission, I would like to have Mr. Cyril P. 
Shaughnessy, an attorney from St. Paul, Nebr., proceed. P 

Mr. Jensen. We will be very glad to have you, Mr. Shaughnessy. 

Mr. SHavueunessy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a statement 
which I will try to shorten in the interest of time, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Cyril P. Shaughnessy, St. Paul, Nebr. I am an attor- 
ney, ete the Loup Basin Reclamation District, with its office 
at St. Paul, Nebr., and the Sargent Irrigation District, with its office 
at Sargent, Nebr. At the request of Mr. George Semler, president of 
the district, it is my privilege to substantiate the need for irrigation 
in the Loup River Valley the firm determination of the people resid- 
ing in that area to have irrigation, and particularly to request this 
committee to consider favorably an appropriation for immediate 
construction of the Sargent unit. 

The Sargent unit is one of four units comprising the Middle Loup 
division in our valley of that name. Project features consisting of 
the Milburn diversion works, Sargent and Lillian Canals, Woods Park 
pumping plant, and the required laterals and drains, would provide 
water to irrigate approximately 18,000 acres of land. Detention dykes 
and reservoirs which form a part of and protect the Sargent Canal 
would also afford flood protection to our project lands and to the 
town of Sargent. 

The Sargent unit has been divided into two main parts, located to 
the north and south of the Middle Loup River. Features on or to 
the north of the river consist of the Milburn diversion works, the 
Sargent Canal, Woods Park pumping plant, and the necessary laterals 
and drains. We are prepares and want to proceed with their imme- 
diate construction. Features to the north of the river, also to be 
served by the Milburn diversion works, consist of the Lillian hydro- 
electric plant, the Lillian Canal, and necessary laterals and drains. 
These features are not proposed for construction at this time, but will 
make up a part of our project ultimately. 
- The Sargent unit is a part of the Missouri River Basin project and 
was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944. It was reported 
on under the name “Sargent unit” in Senate Document 191, as issued 
in 1944, I have a copy of that report with me, together with the 
maps that show lands then proposed for development. Plans sug- 

rested for this unit tie in with the plans for the other units in the 

iddle Loup Valley. We understand that it comprises the highest 
prigny, of all units recommended for initial construction in the 
ower Platte River Basin. Only recently this unit was endorsed 


by our Nebraska Department of Roads and Irrigation and the National 
Reclamation Association for immediate construction. 

Lands of the Sargent unit are now dry-farmed and produce a 
limited number and yield of crops, but they are capable of high pro- 
duction under irrigation. We need only the works to put our water 
on the land. Nature of the development is such that no storage 
reservoir is required, no major relocation of utilities is involved, and 
it will require only a minimum of manpower and materials to bring 
the lands under irrigation. Irrigation service can be provided quickly 
through construction of 1 diversion dam, 1 canal, and a system of 
laterals. In response to my questioning, the Bureau of Reclamation 
advised that 2 full years of construction would permit the irrigation 
of all lands located under the Sargent canal, aggregating 13,700 acres. 
Our State University is assisting one of our local farmers in getting 
our development farm underway, thus we are in a position to demon- 
strate the how of irrigation and cropping practices to all the farmers 
in that area. 

Within the area proposed for irrigation, there are over 100 farm 
families that depend entirely upon agriculture for their livelihood. 
However, the inadequate rainfall for dry-land crops and the inability 
of the farmers to follow a diversified farming program has led to 
soil depletions and low crop yields throughout the area. Also, the 
inability of the farmers to produce sufficient dry-land feeds with in- 
adequate moisture supplies frequently has forced them to reduce or 
hold their livestock numbers to a minimum. Because of inadequate 
moisture supplies and the inability to follow good rotations and con- 
servation practices, crop yields in the Sargent area in the past have 
been low. Last year we received only 12 inches of moisture. During 
the period 1925-48 corn, which is the principal crop of the Loup val- 
leys, yielded an average of but 16 bushels per acre, and during the 
period 1931-40, corn yields averaged 9 bushels per acre. Dry-land 
crop values over the long run have averaged about $17 per acre. 
Conservative estimates of gross crop value under irrigation indicate 
that the value can be increased to approximately $55 per acre. Aside 
from these values and those to the Nercatoeh industry, it is my sincere 
opinion from observation and study that the increased personal in- 
comes taxes paid by farmers in this area by reason of increased produc- 
tion coupled with increased land valuations will, in a great measure, 
equal within a relatively short period of time the amount expended 
for the construction of the Sargent unit. 

I speak from personal knowledge when I say the Sargeant unit 
lies in an area of Nebraska that in the past has been subjected to 
severe and prolonged drought, with a resulting serious damage to a 
well-balanced economy of that community which is virtually 100 per- 
cent agricultural. Because of its location, the Sargent area is ideally 
suited for a feed-crop-livestock economy. About 60 percent of the 
cash farm income under present-day land conditions is derived from 
the sale of livestock. However, the inability of farmers to produce 
sufficient dry-land feeds with uncertain moisture supplies has fre- 
quently forced them to reduce or to hold their livestock numbers to 
an absolute minimum. Such conditions result in wide fluctuations in 
income and direct economical loss to the farmers themselves as well 
as to the other residents of the community, and to the State in general. 

42590—54—pt. 
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In the early thirties, efforts were made to include the Sargent unit 
in the plans developed for the Middle Loup Public Power and Irri- 

tion District located immediately downstream in the Middle Loup 

iver Valley, the construction of which was completed in 1938, That 
project is still operating and is demonstrating the benefits of irriga- 
tion. The efforts of the Sargent people proved futile but the inten- 
sity of the people’s interest was evidenced by the fact that a group of 
farmers and businessmen organized the Sargent Public Irrigation 
District in 1939, filed on water rights, and attempted to obtain finan- 
cial assistance from the Public Works Administration to construct 
the irrigation project. The advent of World War IT precluded ad- 
vancement of these plans and forced postponement of construction. 
The determination of the people, although dormant during the war 
years, became vibrant and alive immediately upon cessation of hos- 
tilities for these same local loaders again renewed their efforts to 
obtain development. In 1945 the landowners and businessmen of 
Sargent area formed the Upper Middle Loup Promotion Club, an 
information organization dedicated to the promotion of their project. 
In July 1949, this group joined with a similar organization in the 
Farwell unit downstream and together they were instrumental in the 
formation of the Loup Basin Reclamation District in January 1950. 
This district is a conservancy type district. 

Determined to start the construction of their project, in August 
1950, a proposition was submitted to the electors of the district to 
determine whether the people desired irrigation development by as- 
sisting in defraying the expenses in bringing about irrigation. To 
this the neople answered by a 2 to 1 majority in favor of the propo- 
sition which permitted the board of directors of the Loup Basin 
Reclamation District to levy under Nebraska law an ad valorem tax 
on all tangible property within the district boundaries. This per- 
mits the townsman as well as the farmer to make a financial contribu- 
tion to the development and operation of a project on which both 
must depend for a productive agriculture. When it became apparent 
that a reclamation district organized under Nebraska statutes would 
not in itself fulfill all of the requirements of a contractual entity, the 
local people, in 1952, undertook the formation of an irrigation dis- 
trict. Signatures of landowners representing 63 percent of the land 
within the district (80 percent under the Sargent Canal) were ob- 
tained during the circulation of the petition. During the election 
in November 1952, the organization of the district was approved by 
a 3 to 1 majority of the landowners. Throughout the promotional 
days and since organization of the reclamation and irrigation dis- 
tricts, our people have constantly voiced a desire for early develop- 
ment and have shown their willingness to organize a satisfactory 
repayment entity, participate in the resolution of water-right prob- 
lems initiate and carry to completion the repayment contract negotia- 
tions, and do all things necessary to obtain immediate irrigation 
development. 

According to the office of the Bureau of Reclamation at Grand 
Tsland, the definite plan report for the Sargent unit was submitted 
to the Commissioner of Reclamation and this definite plan report was 
approved in May, 1953, by him. It is my understanding that this 
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report definitely pores the ability of the landowners to pay the costs 
of operation and maintenance and to meet the tests of feasibility 
which the Bureau of Reclamation has applied to this proposed devel- 
opment. I understand that the benefit-cost ratio, even under today’s 
prices, is well on the favorable side. 

The Bureau’s detailed investigation is well advanced for the Mil- 
burn diversion works, the Sargent Canal, Woods Park pumping plant, 
and the laterals and drains. I am advised that the fiscal design data 
for the Milburn diversion dam, the first and second sections of the 
Sargent Canal and project headquarters have been completed, final 
design data for first section of laterals and drains are virtually com- 
plete and will be submitted when appropriate. Plans and specifi- 
cations by the chief engineer for the Milburn diversion dam and 
the first section of the Sargent Canal will be completed during this 
month of February 1954. Work on the second section of the canal 
can be completed by July 1954 and all concurrent with construction 
activity. 

I have had prepared on the attached sheets a statement shewing the 
estimated construction cost of the Sargent unit, a statement showing 
the allocation of costs, the estimated construction cost by features, a 
statement as to the feasibility and repayment, and finally the investi- 
gation costs of the Sargent unit. At the close of my prepared state- 
ment, I should appreciate a few additional minutes to explain in detail 
the contents of these attached sheets. 

As ce peat of the people who reside in the Sargent unit, 
we firmly believe that construction of the irrigation features should 
be initiated at the earliest practicable date. Our reasons for sup- 
porting this stand are: 

(1) The need for increased national food production; (2) the need 
for a stable local economy in the Sargent area and in Nebraska; 
(3) the very favorable attitude of local interests and their determina- 
tion to get on with their irrigation development; (4) the ability of 
the unit to meet current tests of feasibility; and (5) the present 
advanced stage of the engineering work and for designs of the irriga- 
tion features. When I inquired of them last month, the Bureau of 
Reclamation representatives indicated that the availability of con- 
struction funds would permit the irrigation of a portion of the Sar- 
gent unit lands 1 to 2 years after we start construction. In this case, 
and assuming a start this July, we would expect water by the summer 
of 1956. With continued construction activity, we could have all of 
the lands under irrigation during the summer of 1957. 

In meetings held over the past few years, I have heard repeatedly 
that in the fev Platte River Basin we have one-fourth of all the 
irrigable land in the Missouri River Basin. I know that much of 
our land is more productive than other lands of the basin and we have 
little else to look to in furthering our productive capacity. Thus we 
are or could be an important segment of the Missouri Basin project. 
but no construction has been initiated in our area to date. Construc- 
tion has been started on many other units in the basin whose contribu- 
tion, I feel sure, compares less favorably than that indicated for the 
Sargent unit. 
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Gentlemen, I earnestly feel that the farmers we represent have ful- 
filled all the requirements in preparing themselves for this irrigation 
development. They have sought it for years. They asked that the 
investigations be made and the Congress provided these funds. Now 
they have the engineering plans and all the studies that are required 
to get construction under way. These farmers have formed not only 
an irrigation district but a conservancy type reclamation district to 
assist with and carry out the development and operation of the project. 
Water rights have been filed upon and repayment. negotiations have 
been carried to the point where they can be concluded quickly. Theirs 
is not a difficult project and it does not involve controversial power 
issues. Within a period of 2 or 3 years after we start construction, we 
can start to pay back the benefits of this construction. We are pre- 
pared to assume our financial obligations and to assume those of op- 
erating and maintaining the projects works from the beginning. 

These people desire the benefits that this project can provide. They 
ask your favorable consideration of their request for funds to start 
construction beginning July, 1954. 

Now, a word about the cost of the Sargent unit. The total cost of 
the distribution and drainage system based on January 1, 1953, esti- 
mate is $2,260,000. The water supply works, which is the diversion 
dam, is $5,633,000 or a total of $7,893,000. 

The second stage, or future development, has a total cost which 
would include the hydroelectric plant in years to come, the total cost 
of the overall project, being $16,119,000. 

The application of the cost to the Sargent unit, and this again is 
based on January 1, 1953, prices of the discharge and drainage system, 
would be $2,260,000. 

We do not have too much flood control, but according to the Army 
engineers, they have evaluated some $260,000 to flood control, which 
would leave us with an irrigation figure of around $2 million for the 
first stage of the development. 

Breaking that down in cost per acre, we find that the total distri- 
bution and drainage system at a cost of $2,260,000 would average out at 
about $164 an acre. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres in his project ? 

Mr. SHavueunessy. Altogether, there are about 18,000. The de- 
velopment consists of approximately 13,700 acres on the north side of 
the river 

Mr. Jensen. That amounts to how much per acre? 

Mr. Suaveunessy. The first figure for the net cost to the Federal 
Government per acre for this distribution and draining system would 
be $104. That is just for the distribution and drainage. 

Mr. Jensen. What percentage of this project as now proposed will 
be reimbursed to the Federal Government? 

Mr. Suaucunessy. Under the repayment contract, we would pay 
back, the water user, would pay back $1,868,000. 

Mr. Jensen. What I want to know is, what percentage of the total 
cost of the project as it is now contemplated will be returned to the 
Treasury of the United States? 

Mr. Suaveunessy. Throughout the Missouri River plan, the entire 
amount to be returned through power revenue—but this project will 
pay its share. 
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Mr. Jensen. You have got some flood control ¢ 
Mr. SHavueunessy. The amount chargeable to flood control is 
$260,000 

Mr. Jensen. All of the rest would be reimbursable ? 

Mr. Miter. $260,000 is for flood control. The balance is reimburs- 
able. 

Mr. Jensen. There is no chargeoff for recreation ¢ 

Mr. No. 

Mr. Suaveunessy. We have no reservoirs; therefore, no wildlife or 
recreational facilities. We have a little in here for flood control; that 
is for the town of Sargent. 

Mr. JensEN. Power revenue, apparently, is supposed to carry the 
greater share of this project ? 

Mr. Suaveunrssy. Yes. 

Mr. JENSEN. From the entire Missouri River project? 

Mr. Suavennessy. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. We are putting an awful load on power revenue. 

Mr. SHavueunessy. The allocation to irrigation would be $9,446,- 
000—that is, of the total cost of this entire project, it wor ld be; but for 
the first and second stage of the development, the allocation to irriga- 
tion, $9,446,000 ; the allocation to power, $6,413,000. In years to come, 
we propose to build a powerplant on the south side of the river, and the 
diversion dam at Milburn which has a hinge that the people on the 
north side in reality are paying for, to develop the south side ulti- 
mately. And the cost of that, as I say, for power would be $6,413,000 
or a total cost of $16,119,000. 

Mr. Jensen. Congressman Miller, this project is not yet authorized, 
is it? 

Mr. Mitirr. Yes; it has been authorized under the Missouri River 
Basin law. 

Mr. Jensen. Under the Missouri River Basin plan? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. JeNsEN. But not as a unit of the Missouri River Basin? 

Mr. Miter. No, not specifically as a unit but there has been a fea- 
sibility report this year from the Department of Interior and the 
have given us the green light to the Budget Bureau. I think you will 
find in the next supplemental appropriation this project. It has been 
approved by the Interior Department. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that also true of Glendo unit ? 

Mr. Miter. Yes; that is also true of Glendo. 

Mr. Jensen. The Missouri Valley power, at the rate they are now 
charging, or expecting to charge, is 5.5 mills and will, over the years, 
or was originally intended, to pay only about half of what it would 
have paid before construction costs went up about 100 percent. 

Now, I am afraid we are going to get into trouble one of these days 
on projects of this nature. In fact, on all projects on the Missouri 
River. We have to sell that power that is generated in the Missouri 
Valley at the hydroelectric projects, but if we do not substantially 
raise the rates, we can never pay off the project, according to the 
schedule, and if we raise the rates too high, we will price electric 

energy in the Missouri Valley out of the market. So we have got quite 
a problem to face. 
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Mr. Miter. Electric energy is something like cigarettes; people 
will buy them even though they raise the price; they do not seem to 
be able to get along without it. Power, in the Missouri Basin, is over- 
edeeusied vy several times—we do not have enough power to supply 
our needs. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; of course, at 5.5 mills, but this is the year when 
we have got to take a look at power rates. 

Mr. Miuurr. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. And we can dispose of the power at 5.5 mills; we can 
dispose of‘it, I presume. Representatives of the REA yesterday ap- 
peared before the committee and the engineer for the REA stated 
that the market could stand a price up to 7.5 mills. When they got 
above that, why it would not be economically feasible to use Missouri 
Valley power because of the fact that they can produce power in their 
own plants for less money, so we have got that thing to consider. 

Is most everybody in the area favorable to this project? 

Mr. Minurr. Yes 3 for1. It passed by a vote of 3 to 1. 

Mr. Suaveunessy. Yes. 

Mr. Mitier. And they bonded themselves to pay back the cost. 

Mr. Suavucunessy. We have no controversy of any kind, Mr. Chair- 
man. In fact, just the other evening a group of farmers, of business- 
men, who are known as the Loup Basin Irrigation and Conservation 
Association, made up of the people in the river basin sent me a tele- 
gram to the effect that they were for us 100 percent, which shows the 
unity of everyone in the Loup River Basin. 

Just on the 25th of January last, we organized a second reclama- 
tion district up on the northern Loup River, so the entire Loup River 
Basin now is organized under the 9 and is a subdivision of the 
State government. The people in Sargent, for example, and people 
down at St. Paul, 75 miles to the east, are paying 1 mill levy at the 
present time to encourage and promote irrigation in the Loup and 
all of that revenue would t be a | in the repayment contract. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. 

Mr. Suavucunessy. May I have permission to file statements; one, 
showing the estimated cost; another, the allocation of costs to the 
Sargent unit and the estimated cost. of construction by features, 
with the statement concerning feasibility and repayment and the in- 
vestigation costs of the Sargent unit through January 1, 1954; also 
telegrams I have received in support of this unit? 

Mr. JENSEN. Very well. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


Estimated construction cost (Jan. 1, 1953, prices) 


Item First stage Total 


Distribution and drainage system ‘ $2, 738, 000 
Power features : 2, 001, 000 


16, 119, 000 
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Sargent unit (Jan. 1, 1953, prices) 


First-stage development Second-stage development 


Irriga- | Flood | - | Total Irriga- Flood | 
tion | control | | cost | tion control | 


Power 


Distribution and drainage -|$2, 26 000, 000) $478,000 $478, 000 
Water supply works 36) 369, 000 } 
Power system 


- —— 


| 8, 490, 000 2,077, 000 
| 


16, 119, 000 


istimated construction cost by features, total and per acre first-stage construction, 
Sargent unit (Jan. 1, 1958, prices) 


Distribution and 
yy and Water supply drainage and water 


supply 


Per acre 


Distribution system 
Surface 

Subsurface drains 
Farm drains 
Detention dikes 
Sargent Canal 


Total 
Minus allocation to flood-control. 
Provision for future use (Milburn 
diversion dam) (added cost) 


Balance 
Minus district construction (surface 
and,subsurface drains) 


Net Federal cost 


Feasibility and repayment 


A. Tests of feasibility : 
(1) Benefit-cost ratio 
(2) Repayment of distribution and drainage costs in 40 years 
Benefit-cost ratio: 
First stage 
Second stage om 
Repayment of distribution and drainage costs in 40 years: 
Reimbursable distribution and drainage costs, lst stage__ $1, 431, 000 


Repayment : 
During development period (water service) 
40-year period following development period 


Total repayment 


| Total 
ota 
— 
7 60, 00 7, 60, 00) 20,00. 6, 413, 000 
SUMMARY 
| | Total — Total | pram Total | Per acre 
2, 260, 000 $164 | 5, 633,000 $409 | $7,893, 000 $573 
| 
104 | 5,369,000 390 | 6,800,000 494 
| 
) 
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Investigation costs (through Jan. 1, 1954) 


Basin costs 
Projects investigations 
Designs and estimates 


Share of total cost assignable to irrigation: 
Distribution and drainage 


Total cost assignable to irrigation 710, 000 


DANNEBROG, NesR., February 15, 1954. 
Cyrit P. SHAUGHNESSY, 
Mayflower Hotel: 

The representatives of the Loup Basin Irrigation and Conservation Asso- 
ciation made up of farmers and businessmen from throughout the basin unani- 
mously back the immediate construction of the Sargent unit and urge that 
your subcommittee act favorably on funds for immediate construction of the 
Sargent unit. We look on this unit as the initial step toward ultimate de- 
velopment of our entire Loup River Basin. 

ANDERS NIELSEN, 
President and Secretary. 


SARGENT, Nesr., February 15, 1954. 
Cyrit P. SHAUGHNESSY, 
Care of Congressman A. L. Miller: 
In behalf of the Sargent Irrigation District we urge if possible at this time 
the much needed funds appropriated for the development of the district. 
Gerorce R. SEMier, 
President, Sargent Irrigation District. 


SarGent, February 15, 1954. 
Cyrit P. SHAUNGTINESSY, 
Care of Congressman A, L. Miller: 

Farmers in this community express faith that at this time you will be success- 
ful. Feel that committee will be fair to this community in making necessary 
appropriation for immediate start of project. 

FarMers Unron Co-op Orn ASSOCIATION, 
WaALker Smita, General Manager. 


Sargent, Nesr., February 15, 1954. 
CyriL P. SHAUGHNESSY, 
Care of Congressman A. L. Miller: 


Remind committee that no opposition exists any way, shape, or form to this 
project. Has backing of entire community. Future of community depends on 
this project. Committee has faith that this time committee will act appro- 
priately. 

Sarcent CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
M. Spooner, President. 


Mr. Jensen. Any questions, gentlemen ? 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Shaughnessy, I gather from your explanation 
this morning—from the budget statement we will have a detailed 
financial breakdown—but it seems to me that the majority of the 
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acreage Which you desire to irrigate is in this first unit, and is relatively 
much less expensive than the entire cost; that is, with the second unit 
coming in; is that true? 

Mr. Suaucunessy. Well, the second unit would only have 4,000 
acres of land, with the possibility of construction of a hydroelectric 
dam plant on the south canal. However, in the ultimate development 
of the entire valley, we propose to use the Lillian Canal to serve 
another area on down the river; it is not a part of the irrigation 
district now, but over long-range planning we would merely use the 
Lillian Canal to serve that area down there. 

Mr. Buper. How much will be allocated for the construction be- 
tween the two areas, the one with 4,000 acres and the other with 13,700? 

Mr. Suaveunessy. In the request for funds at the present time the 
entire amount of money that would be allocated at this time would be 
used on the north side of the river. In other words, the diversion dam 
at Milburn would service the land on the north side of the river, and 
relatively of this entire amount a figure of approximately $264,000 
would be spent, actually by the people on the north side of the river, 
to ulinshtely serve the lands over on the south side. 

Mr. Buper. That is what I am getting at. It sounds to me from 
your explanation, that you are going to irrigate some 13,700 acres at 
a cost of some $2,600,000. 

Mr. Suavueunessy. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. And in order to bring in the additional 4,000 acres, the 
figure jumps up to $9 million. 

Mr. Miter. That includes the power plant which may or may not 
be built. 

Mr. Buper. Is the original unit one which is feasible within itself, 
or is that tied to the two? 

Mr. Miuier. Yes; the original is feasible. 

Mr. Bungee. Is the cost broken down 

Mr. Miuier. As a dam, the diversion dam there, that is in the con- 
struction in the first unit? 

Mr. Buper. The first unit seems to be much less expensive than the 
second unit. 

Mr. SuHavueunessy. Yes. On the north side, what is known as the 
Sargent Canal, the benefit-cost ratio for this first stage is 1.41 to 1 and 
the reimbursable—distribution and drainage costs is $1,431,000; that 
is what the water users would pay back. 

Over the entire year, during the 10-year development the water 
users would pay back approximately $48,000 and in 40 years they 
would pay back $1,820,000, or a total of $1,868,000. 

In addition to that, under Nebraska law, we would be capable of 
having the local people assist in repaying a part of this cost. 

Mr. Buper. We will have the repayment contract up here. 

Mr. SuHaucunessy. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. I was just getting at the cost of the two units. 

Mr. SuHavueunessy. Yes. The thing that makes the cost on the 
south side seem so high is possibly the erection of the hydroelectric 
plant, but we do not contemplate this at the present time. The entire 
unit is on the north side of the proposed construction at the present 
time. 

As I say, there is no controversy of any kind existing out there. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Mriuier. Mr. Chairman, we have some people here in the in- 
terest of the Glendo unit. I wonder if I might take about 10 minutes. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Mutter. Representing the Glendo project will be Mr. Herb 
Linn, Mr. Zimmer, and Mr. Dagget. Mr. Dagget represents those 
interested in 40,000 acre-feet of water that will be involved in the 
Glendo unit. Mr. Linn will represent those interested in power. 

Mr. Jensen. Before we hear him, I think we had just as well answer 
the rolleall. 

Mr. JENsEN. Mr. Daggett, do you have a statement ? 

Mr. Dagerrr. My name is E. O. Daggett of Scottsbluff, Nebr. I 
represent the North Platte irrigation projects located in western Ne- 
braska and eastern Wyoming, comprising approximately 325,000 irri- 
gated acres. 

We are all vitally interested in having Glendo Dam constructed as 
soon as possible in order to stabilize irrigation. 

Being so far from the storage dams, the flow of water in the river 
is very irregular and a uniform head of water is most difficult to 
maintain without waste. Water is most valuable and no operator likes 
to waste water when it is so badly needed. 

The Glendo Reservoir would assure a timely water supply for irri- 
gation purposes, which otherwise at times is wasted. 

During the month of May 1952 there was 175,000 acre-feet of vul- 
uable water wasted. 

Approximately 300,000 acre-feet of Glendo Reservoir capacity is 
going to be used for flood control, which is an urgent need ov the 
North Platte River. 

Another important consideration for the Glendo Reservoir is the 
urgent need for the detention of silt and to conserve the diminishing 
storage space in the Guernsey Reservoir. Guernsey Reservoir’s origi- 
nal capacity was approximately 71,000 acre-feet and is now about 
44,000 acre-feet. 

The Glendo Dam will be a multiple-purpose development for irri- 
gation, flood control, hydroelectric power, silt retention, water regula- 
tion, and other uses, which all of these will greatly increase the effi- 
ciency of water use. 

Competition for all waters continues to increase. Irrigation de- 
velopment creates wealth. 

The gross crop production for the year 1952 on these irrigation 
projects was $30,250,000. The year 1946 was $24,250,000. 

The freight car loadings, according to the Burlington Station at 
Scottsbluff, Nebr., for the year 1900, before irrigation : 


For the year 1942, after irrigation: 

Carloadings received 7,144 

Carloadings shipped out ; 8,194 


The North Platte projects estimated the water supply for the com- 
ing year as about 65 percent of normal. If Glendo Dam had been 
constructed several years ago, there would have been an estimated 
storage now of 225,000 acre-feet of water available to somebody, which 
was wasted. 
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The Glendo project would provide 40,000 acre-feet of storage water 
for irrigation purposes ; 25,000 acre feet would be allotted to Nebraska 
pees and 15,000 acre-feet to Wyoming projects. 

hese projects desiring the purchase of Glendo storage water are 
being hard pressed for irrigation water and owing to the estimated 
shortage of water this year, are in a very drastic position. These lands 
represent some of the best producing areas and these are not new 
projects but are going concerns and have been irrigated for 40 to 50 
ears. 
’ In the past year, these projects have been able to purchase supple- 
mental irrigation water on an annual basis. 

There are 5 districts in Wyoming and 5 districts in Nebraska who 
have indicated their interest in purchasing a supplemental water 
supply in Glendo. 

Mr. JENSEN. Now, I would like to read some language from the bill, 
appearing on page 78: 

Provided further, That in order to promote an agreement among t-te States of 
Nebraska, Wyoming, and Colorado, and to avoid any possible alteration of exist- 
ing vested water rights, no part of this or of any prior appropriation shall be 
used for construction or for future commitments for construction of the Glendo 
unit or any feature thereof, until a definite plan report thereon has been com- 
pleted, reviewed by the States of Nebraska, Wyoming, and Colorado, and 
approved by Congress. 

Even if there is an appropriation request submitted to the Congress 
by the Bureau of the Budget it will be necessary before this committee 
can appropriate any money to have the Department of the Interior 
agree to delete that language from the bill. 

Mr. Miter. I think the Department of the Interior is aware of that 
provision. That was in the last law. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. It is again proposed in this bill. 

Mr. Miter. I believe that Nebraska, Wyoming, and Colorado are 
now together on that agreement. 

Mr. Lyons. They are together. 

Mr. Miruer. I think that they have completed that agreement. 

Mr. Jensen. In the event a budget request comes up for the Glendo 
project, that language will have to be deleted and the Department will 
have to make that request. 

Mr. Miniter. I am sure they are aware of that. I talked to Mr. 
Tudor about it. I think that they are aware of that provision. 

Mr. JENSEN. I just wanted to bring it to your attention. 

Mr. Miter. The next witness will be Mr. Dave Hilyard. 

Mr. Hityarp. My name is Dave Hilyard and I represent the Mitch- 
ell Irrigation District, which consists of 13,500 acres of very fertile 
land. Our ditch has been in operation since 1890 and has no storage 
water to supplement our natural flow. 

This storage water that we could buy in the Glendo Dam would 
assure us of adequate water during the irrigation season. 

In the past, we have been able to purchase a limited amount of water 
from the storage reservoirs in Wyoming, but this is going to be very 
difficult in the future because of the shortage of storage water. 

This has been an annual problem with us. We never know in the 
spring whether or not we can have water in late summer. 

The purchase of Glendo water is the only permanent solution to our 
problem. 


1574 


Mr. Mirxer. Mr. Hilyard’s district goes back to 1890. It is an 
irrigation district. 

With regard to the power end, Mr. Herbert Linn will make a state- 
ment. He is from my hometown, and he was two engineers with him, 
Mr. Moranville and Mr. Lyons. 

The need for power in this area has been acute. TI believe that they 
have oversubscribed the power from the Big Thompson Reservoir. 
It looks like in 1957 or 1958 they will be short of power. The REA’s 
are contemplating building a steam plant. New sources of power will 
be needed by 1960. 

Mr. Linn has a statement that he would like to make. 

Mr. Lrxn. T am one of the directors of the Rural Electric Co. of 
Pine Bluffs. Wyo., which operates in Wyoming, Colorado, and 
Nebraska. I am also representing the Tri-State Generation & Trans- 
mission Association, which is formed by 30 REA projects and 14 small 
towns in Wyoming, western Nebraska, and Colorado. 

This association was formed in order to combine their efforts to 
interest the Congress in making an appropriation to build the Glendo 
Dam and the Fremont Canyon Dam, which is a part of the Glendo 
project, in order to have additional power in the near future. 

We have definitely a power shortage coming up on or before the 
year 1956. 

The Bureau of Reclamation have some transmission lines at this 
time, with some additions, that would take care of additional power 
if the Glendo project is approved and built. 

The total cost, from the engineers’ estimate, of the Glendo project 
is $53,695,000. 

The firm generation of Fremont Canyon would be 48,000 kilowatts. 

The seasonal generation at Glendo an additional 24,000. 

This equals 72,000 additional firm power in the western area of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

With regard to the advantage of flood control of the North Platte 
River, the North Platte River at Scottsbluff will onlv carry 12,000 
second-feet of water at the present time on account of the silting of 
the river above, and that is a very important thing to consider. 

At the present 40,000 acre-feet of water must go through Scots 
Bluff in a 5-month period. Heavy rains in the territory during the 
period of this irrigation water release often causes a considerable 
amount of damage from flooding. When the Glendo Dam is completed 
this 40,000 acre-feet can be released during a 12-month period, greatly 
reducing flood damage. 

Last vear the Bureau had removed from their budget the funds 
for construction of a 115-kilovolt transmission line and various sub- 
stations from Casper to Cheyenne. It is only a matter of time until 
the transmission line from Casper to Boyson and the unper Big 
Horn Basin will be overloaded. Then the line from Sheridan could 
be extended past Yellow Tail Dam and into the upper end of the Big 
Horn Basin, giving a complete power loop around the Big Horn 
Mountains and greatly relieving a bad voltage situation and a consider- 
able amount of line loss. To complete this power loop with all sub- 
stations would cost $2,360,000. However, $500,000 would start this 
project and would greatly relieve the power shortage in the north- 
east corner of Wyoming. 
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In addition to our load now in our immediate territory in south- 
eastern Wyoming, Colorado, and Nebraska, we have oil development. 
It hascome up in the past 2 or 3 years. At the present time we are at 
the peak of our powerload and we are holding off some of this oil 
development because of the lack of power. From our own project we 
serve about 30 oil wells now for pumping, but we are going to have to 
refrain from putting on any more unless we can get additional power 
ina very short time. 

This Tri-State Generation Association is planning a small genera- 
tion plant near Pine Bluffs, Wyo., providing that we can secure a loan 
through the REA. That was to be built in order to take up the 
slack until the Glendo project could be finished. It is estimated that 
the Glendo project, if it were approved now, would get underway the 
latter part of this year and could probably be finished around 1960 
or 1961. We are hoping to get this loan to build this small dam in 
order to take care of it until the new project can be built. 

At the present time the Reclamation Bureau has considerable mile- 
age in transmission lines in Wyoming and northern Colorado and a 
very limited amount in western Nebraska. Now, our engineers’ report, 
I think, covers the project very thoroughly, and I am sure it is favor- 
able with the Bureau’s engineer. 

Mr. Miter. Some of these other people are familiar with the power 
projects. 

Mr. Moranvitie. I would like to make a correction. In this Mis- 
souri Valley, the western end of it, our power out there averages a cost 
of 7.4 mills. The eastern division has the 5-mill area. 

Mr. Mruier. Yours is 7.4? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. That you pay to the Bureau ¢ 

Mr. Moranvitie. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. That is on account of the distance of transmitting the 
power, I presume ¢ 

Mr. Moranviiie. Yes. 

Mr: Buper. Dr. Miller, do you have someone who will go into the 
irrigation facilities in conjunction with this dam ? 

r. Mitier. Yes; Mr. Daggett can cover the irrigation end more 
fully. This is an old irrigation district, and I think he told you there 
are about 40,000 acre-feet of supplemental water. One of these dis- 
tricts goes back to 1890. The Scottsbluff area is one of the oldest 
irrigation districts in the United States. 

It is a very well established irrigation project. The water from 
Glendo, I beheve, provides 40,000 acre-feet of supplementary water to 
the lands in Wyoming and Nebraska. 

Mr. Buper. If this loan is granted to you which you referred to, 
how much do you estimate it will cost you per kilowatt-hour to produce 
steam energy 

Mr. Moranvitte. 7.4 is what it will cost. 

Mr. Bupver. How much will it cost per kilowatt to produce power 
from the Glendo Dam ¢ 

Mr. Moranvitte. That is the engineers’ report on that. That is 
what they expect it to cost. 

Mr. Bunce. Under the steam plan how much will it cost ¢ 
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Mr. Lyons. They arrived at the same figure. I know from the 
steam plant we had a 7.5 mill figure. Some of the coops with a better 
load factor are buying some 7 mill power, but they figure power from 
the Tri State would be 7.5 mills from the steam plant or 7.4 from 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

aa Bunper. In other words, the steam plant is roughly the same 
price 

Mr. Lyons. / sashes the same thing in that particular area. 
: bo Z ENSEN. You surely can produce power by steam for less than 

4 mills. 

Mr. Moranvitrx. That all depends upon the load factor you start 
the plant at. If we put the plant in expecting to save some reserve, 
it will be up in price somewhat. It depends upon what kind of con- 
tract can be entered into with the Bureau of Reclamation as to the 
cost. 

Mr. Jensen. Is natural gas available out there? 

Mr. Moranvitte. Not in this particular area. It is in some areas. 

Mr. Jensen. Is it anticipated that natural gas will be piped into 
the area? 

Mr. Moranvuiue. No, sir. There is another site that the engineers 
come up with around Sheridan, Wvo., where there is a big coal deposit 
there and strip mining. That would bring the cost down considerably 
if it could be put up there, but it would take a long transmission line 
to get it down. 

Mr. Miter. Have you considered the cost of the gas at Sidney, 
where we have some gas, as to whether you could produce it cheaper 
than 7.5 mills? 


Mr. Moranvittr. Yes, but they do not have a proven field there 
yet, and they will not contract for gas at this time. 
Mr. Lyons. At the — they quoted, it would be considerably 


higher than 7.5 mills. They quoted it at 30 cents per thousand cubic 
feet, which would be considerably higher than 7.5 mills. 

Mr. Buper. When this figure of 7.5 mills for Glendo is arrived at, 
does it take into consideration any combination of any other generat- 
ing plants, or is that just the Glendo plant itself? 

r. Moranvitix. The Glendo plant will firm up El Cova, which 
has 35,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Buper. Is that taking into consideration any contribution that 
is next to any other plant, how much does it come up per kilowatt’ 

Mr. Moranvitte. That is the figure they have come up with. | 

Mr. Buner. I understood you to say a combination of the two. 

Mr. Moranvitxe. In other words, it figures out about the same 
because this Glendo plant then will be put on a basis there of seasonal 
power. El Cova is seasonal power. It will be about the same pro- 
portion, so it will be about the same figure. 

Mr. Buper. Do you want to have someone tell us about the irriga- 
tion portion ? 

Mr. Murr. Mr. Daggett has the irrigation problem in mind. 
Forty thousand acre-feet of water would go to how 
many acres of land? How would that be distributed ? 

Mr. Daacerr. Approximately 35,000 acres of land, and that is just 
a supplemental supply, understand. 
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Mr. Mutzer. To firm up the water they already have, which is from 
a very old irrigation district in the area there, and very productive. 

Mr, Norrexu. I would like to ask Dr. Miller a question or two that 
I am worried about. Do you take the position this has been legis- 
latively authorized by the Congress? 

Mr. Miuuer. Yes, I believe the Interior Department feels it has 
been legislatively approved, and they have sent down to the Budget 
Bureau a request for funds because of the legislative approval. 

Mr. Norrexxt. One objection on the floor of the House would be 
that it is not authorized. I think that we had better be careful 
about it. 

Mr. Mutter. I believe it is a part of the Missouri Basin develop- 
ment. 

Mr. Moranvitie. It has been approved here several times. 

Mr. Mixxer. It has been approved several times legisiatively. 

Mr. Norrevy. You are now expecting a supplementary budget ? 

Mr. Mitter. They will have it down there this week. We hope to 
get a favorable report. 

Mr. Norrevu. If we do get a supplemental a estimate, then you 
are anxious for this committee to recommend whatever recommenda- 
tion we get in our appropriation ¢ 

Mr. Miner. I would like to see the committee do it because of the 


shortage of power and water in that area. They have a ready sale 
for the power and they have the need for water to firm up the old 
irrigation district. 

Mr. Norrety. What you are asking this committee to do is to recom- 
mend the budget estimate recommended by the Bureau of the Budget ? 


Mr, Minter. Yes. 

Mr. Norrevt. That is based upon the fact that you construe the law 
to mean this has been authorised? 

Mr. Miter. That is my understanding, yes. 

Mr. Norrety. That is all. 

Mr. Miniter. Thank you very much, Mr. Jensen. 

I believe that that concludes our testimony on the Sergeant and 
Glendo projects. 


THourspay, Fesruary 18, 1954. 


Prosgecr, Coto. 
WITNESSES 


HON. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 
JAMES K. GROVES, GRAND JUNCTION, COLO. 


Mr. Jensen. You may proceed, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnatt. I think that the Collbran district is listed next. 
. May I say that we join with these people who are endeavoring to 
have some new starts on those projects already authorized and which 
have been found feasible. 

However, the people of the proposed Collbran district, in western 
Colorado, were not interviewed previous to being included in this list, 
and with the chairman’s permission, I would like to present to the 
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committee at this time Mr. James K. Groves, who will give a short 
statement, 

Mr. Groves is city attorney of Grand Junction speaking for several 
of the interested individuals and groups under the project. He is a 
former past president of the Colorado Bar Association. We practiced 
law in the same suite of rooms for many years. 

Mr. Groves. I have a written statement that I request be inserted in 
the record at this point. I would like to summarize it. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF PROSPECTIVE IRRIGATION AND DoMestic WaAteER Users UNDER THE 
COLLBRAN PROJECT, COLORADO, 


Presented by James K. Groves, Grand Junction, Colo., February 18, 1954 


I am an attorney in general practice and I represent the city of Grand Junc- 
tion, the Collbran project committee, the Plateau Valley Water Association, 
the Clifton Water District and the East Orchard Mesa Fire Protection District. 

The Collbran project was authorized on July 13, 1952, by Public Law 445, 82d 
Congress, 2d session. The area involved is the north portion of Grand Mesa 
(a mountain of about 10,000 feet elevation), irrigated and _ prospectively 
irrigated lands in Plateau Valley (of an elevation of approximately 6,200 feet 
just to the north of Grand Mesa), and the Colorado River Valley of Mesa 
County, Colo., embracing the city of Grand Junction, several towns, rather 
heavily populated sections in rural communities and 76,000 acres of land need- 
ing piped domestic and stock water (of an elevation of about 4,700 feet and 
lying west of Plateau Valley 30 to 60 miles). The present estimated cost 
of the project is $17,089,000, allocated as follows : 


This statement has been authorized by the Collbran project committee which 
is composed of representatives of the following : 

(a) Plateau Valley Water Association, an informal organization of all of the 
ranchers and stockmen in Plateau Valley, being approximately 300 in number 
— being the owners of the lands to be benefited by the irrigation phase of the 
project. 

(b) The city of Grand Junction, having a population approximately of 18,000 
and an estimated fringe area population of 8,000, 

(ec) Clifton Water District, a suburban and farming area embracing 15 square 
miles and estimated population of 750, formally organized for the purpose of 
being a contracting entity under the project. 

(d) East Orchard Mesa Fire Protection District. embracing a peach orchard 
and general farming area approximately of 3,000 acres, whose residents appear 
ready to organize a water district if the project is constructed. 

(e) The residents of the remaining areas in the Colorado River Valley (ex- 
cept the town of Palisade) embracing several suburban areas, 62,000 acres and 
approximately 7,000 population. 

The project involves the following general features: 

(a) Construction of Vega Reservoir in Plateau Valley to impound 33,500 
acre-feet of water, mostly spring runoff flow, and a 20.2 mile canal leading there- 
from, to provide additional irrigation water for 18,340 acres of land, irrigation 
water for 2.310 acres of land which now has no water, and replacement of de- 
creed irrigation water to be taken high on the mountain for power and domestic 
purposes, 

(6) Construction of pipelines commencing at lakes and streams on or near the 
top of the mountain which lead through 2 hydroelectric plants and terminating 
4 miles northeast of Grand Junction, Colo., delivering 12.8 million gallons of water 
per day, The powerplants have a total capacity of 7,500 kilowatts. This piped 
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water will be available for domestic use in the Colorado River Valley, including 
livestock watering in the wintertime, permitting livestock feeding for which the 
vulley is ideally situated except for the absence of such water. 

(¢) Possible piped domestic water for sections of Plateau Valley which now 
largely waters livestock from open ditches with resulting waste of water in the 
wintertime from icing conditions. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has proposed that repayment of the cost of the 
project be as follows: 

Irrigation users—$1,200,000 without interest over a period of 50 years ; 

Domestic users—$3,603,000 with interest at the prevailing rate, over a period of 
50 years ; 

Power—8$7 324,000 with interest at the rate of 3 percent over a period of 50 
years, plus $4,843,000 of costs allocated to irrigation users over an additional 
period of 17 years; 

Fish and wildlife—$119,000 (nonreimbursable cost). 

In addition annual operations, maintenance and replacements costs are esti- 
mated at $89,700 with tentative allocation as follows: 


Domestic water &, 500 


In 1936 and 1987 various prospective irrigation users in Plateau Valley re- 
quested the Bureau of Reclamation to make studies of potential irrigation 
development of Plateau Valley. Studies were made between 19387 and December 
1944, at which time a field office draft of the project was issued and the city of 
Grand Junction requested that the studies be extended to consideration of munic- 
ipal water supplies. In March 1945, certain residents of rural areas of the Colo- 
rado River Valley requested inclusion in studies of domestic water for these 
areas. In November 1949, the Bureau issued a planning report on the present 
general plan of the project and, commencing with that time, the landowners, 
residents, and political subdivisions affected have held at least 200 meetings to 
consider and take action with reference to the project and modifications thereof 
suggested from time to time by the Bureau. Following congressional authoriza- 
tion of the project on July 3, 1952, and in November 1952, a definite plan report 
was approved by the Commissioner of Reclamation. Work by prospective users 
was then continued along the following lines: 

(a) Discussion and tentative approval of the definite plan report and modifi- 
cations made subsequent to November 1952. 

(b) The creation of a conservancy district under Colorado statutes to embrace 
all areas of use involved in the project, which district it is contemplated will be 
the principal contraeting unit with the United States. 

(c) The commencement of general water adjudication proceedings to estab- 
lish existing private water rights and enable the determination that there was 
sufficient additional water available to justify the project. 

(d) An agreement or satisfactory decree of court as to the appropriation- 
priority date of water to be used in the project which would be such that existing 
rights of private water users would not be affected and the project would be 
protected. 

During the past 4 or 5 years construction prices have been increasing and each 
report of the Bureau showed greater costs of the project, with the result that 
prospective users had to reconsider the project in the light of proposed increases 
in the cost of both irrigation and domestic water to be furnished. As nearly as 
can be accomplished in its preesnt status, the various users except the city of 
Grand Junction have indicated a continuing need and willingness to proceed 
with the project under the last cost figures submitted. Petitions addressed to 
the District Court of the Seventh Judicial District of Colorado for the creation 
of the proposed conservancy district have been signed by approximately 2, 
landowners, being far more than those needed under the statute. These petitions 
are now being processed for accuracy of land descriptions, signatures, and 
assessed valuations, and it is believed that they will be filed in court by April 
1, 1954, and that the district will be created and ready to function as a legal 
entity sometime during the summer of 1954. 

A general water adjudication was commenced on February 2, 1952, and testi- 
mony has been presented in it almost weekly since that time, with the result 
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that practically all testimony of users has been presented except that to be 
offered by the United States in support of its claim for this project. It is under- 
stood that the Department of Justice has delayed presentation of testimony as 
to this claim until a conclusion has been reached by it and the Bureau of Recla- 
mation as to the project water appropriation priority date and that an attempt 
is being made to arrive at a date which will protect existing users and the 
project. As soon as the Government presents its testimony, the court will be in 
position to enter a decree in the proceedings. 

As a result of the uranium mining and milling industry, industrial develop- 
ment, and other factors, the city of Grand Junction must add to its existing 
water supply and, therefore, it has been intensely interested in the Collbran 
project. As a matter of fact, the city will have to supplement its supply of 
water, perhaps on a temporary basis, until such time as it obtains water from the 
project. By May 1953, the City Council of Grand Junction became reasonabiy 
satisfied that the irrigation users and other domestic water users under the 
project would perform their full share under the project and that the largest, 
immediate problem in connection with the project was whether Grand Junction 
should and would fulfill its obligations in the matter. It would seem that in 
order to assure full repayment of costs the city of Grand Junction should take 
and assume approximately two-thirds of the domestic water produced and of 
the domestic water share of costs. In addition and simultaneously, the city 
will have to construct a reservoir at the terminus of the project pipeline and 
considerable transportation facilities therefrom, and possibly filtration facilities. 
Until this time the city council has regarded, and still regards, the Collbran 
project as the solution to the city’s water problems, but this conclusion has been 
based upon its past water studies which, while very expensive, are still incom- 
plete. The city council has urged Grand Junction citizens to cooperate in the 
creation of the conservancy district now pending, in which the entire city is 
included, because the Collbran project held forth real promise and, to go much 
further with it, there must be a legally organized entity to unite the many fac- 
tors in the project and to negotiate and contract with the United States. How- 
ever, quite properly, this city council concluded that its existing studies must 
be completed, for two principal reasons: (1) That the citizenry could be assured 
that the Collbran project would produce additional water required at a cost 
which is not more than that resulting from the development of any other water 
sources (the city derives its present water from the south end of Grand Mesa 
and, presumably, by storage of floodwaters there at costs still unknown, could 
make available needed water for it but not for other areas); and (2) in fair- 
ness both to the United States and the other users under the project, the city 
should not advocate the expenditure of any further substantial amounts of 
Government and local funds in connection with the project until it could assure 
everyone that it was ready to contract for this water and meet its obligations 
in respect thereto. 

Consequently, in May 1958, it employed Clifford Jex, one of the recognized 
water engineering authorities in western Colorado, to complete its studies and 
to advise the city as to the comparative advantages and disadvantages of the 
Collbran project and other sources of water. Mr. Jex accepted this position early 
in June 1953 and commenced his investigations. By October 1953 substantial 
issues arose between users on the eastern and western slopes of the Continenta! 
Divide concering certain features and prospective additions to the Colorado 
River storage project, which is now being considered by the Congress. Engineers 
with qualifications and background of experience on the western slope with 
respect to this particular type of water work are indeed in scarce quantity. In 
October 1958 certain agencies of the western slope of Colorado called Grand Junc- 
tion’s attention to their pressing need for Mr. Jex’s services in connection with 
these Colorado River storage project matters and presented an urgent request 
that the city release him to them. The city did so upon the express condition 
that prior to the summer of 1954 Mr. Jex would return to the city’s employ for 
sufficient time to complete his research and studies and present a full report to 
the city. It is anticipated that he will so return within a month or two and that 
his report will be submitted by the end of summer 1954, shortly after which it is 
contemplated the City Council of the City of Grand Junction will determine and 
state whether it is ready to participate in this project or that it cannot do so. 

The need of our land for the project water is as great today as at the time the 
project was authorized 19 months ago. The need for domestic water of the 
project is more acute and pressing than it was then. The users of all phases of 
the project, except the city of Grand Junction for the reasons above mentioned, 
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have a greater support and desire for the project than at any previous time 
(testimony before appropriate committees prior to authorization will disclose 
ample support and desire at that time). All power produced by the project can 
be sold for sufficient and prevailing prices. It would seem to be a situation that, 
ordinarily, would justify an appropriation to permit the Bureau of Reclamation 
to prepare its final plans and specifications and perform other preliminary work 
in the project. 

Frankly, while we may be in error, we suspect that if you were asked to do so, 
you would recommend the appropriation of funds for use by the Bureau in the 
coming fiscal year to prepare plans and specifications and to perform other pre- 
liminary work. However, our ranchers, stockmen, and residents, while wanting 
this water almost desperately, nevertheless have perhaps a unique principle 
that, until we can assure you that we can do our full part in the construction 
and the use of this project, we cannot in good conscience ask the expenditure 
of further Government money with a possibility, even though quite remote, that 
the project would not come into being and the money would be wasted. 

It is anticipated that the coming year will be a full one for us in this connec- 
tion with completion of organization of our conservancy district, completion 
of the water adjudication proceedings, creation of several subdistricts within 
the conservancy district, determination by the city of Grand Junction as to its 
position, and negotiations of many contracts among ourselves and with the 
United States. We have every expectation that we will be in position to 
return to you a year from now and with an honest gleam in our eye say, “We 
are ready to go ahead with this project; it is feasible; it should be constructed ; 
and we will repay the cost.” We are most hopeful that you will then give our 
request favorable consideration. Since our own consciences will not permit 
us to guess at results, we merely state to you now that we want and need this 
project badly; our experience with the Grand Valley Water Users Association, 
the Orchard Mesa Irrigation District, and the United States in connection with 
the Grand Valley reclamation project constructed over 40 years ago, have been 
sound and good and prove to us that there can be economy and real welfare in 
projects carefully planned and constructed; and when we place our house in 
order, We will be knocking at your door. 


Mr. Groves. My name is James K. Groves. I am a lawyer in gen- 
eral practice in Grand Junction, Colo. I represent a project commit- 
tee of all the domestic and irrigation users under this project, as well 
as certain units of those users, such as the city of Grand Junction and 
an association of all irrigation users, a water district and two fire 
protection districts. 

The Collbran project was authorized as an individual unit separate 
from any other plan by Congress in July 1952, and it involves briefly 
the taking of water at or near the top of Grand Mesa, which is a moun- 
tain of some 10,000 feet elevation, putting some of that water in pipes, 
taking it through two powerplants down to the Colorado River Valley 
to an altitude of 4,600 feet, and there using that water for domestic 
purposes. 

ere are 76,000 acres of irrigated land in this Colorado River 
Valley, which is a perfect setup for a feeder operation in the winter- 
time. It cannot be so used now because there is no domestic supply 
of piped water. 

e bulk of this domestic water would go to the city of Grand June- 
tion and its fringes, which is now rather desperately in need of addi- 
tional water, particularly because of the development of our country 
by the uranium industry of which we are the center there, and other 
industrial developments. 

Then, a reservoir, holding 33,500 acre-feet of water, is to be con- 
structed on the north side of this mountain, which water is to be trans- 
ported through a canal to replace the water that has been put into the 
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pipes up at the top of the mountain, for irrigation users in a mountain 
Salley called Plateau Valley, and to provide additional water for 
18,000 acres of land and put 2,300 more acres of land into cultivation 
for the first time. 

At the time the project was authorized in 1952 the figures were on 
the basis of the Bureau’s report made in 1949. The Bureau brought 
out a final planning report in the fall of 1952 following authorization 
of the project with costs about 50 percent higher than they were in the 
1949 report. That entailed going back through all the processes we 
have been through there again to see if it was feasible from our ranch- 
ing angle and from our proposed domestic water-use program. 

It was concluded it was feasible, and in the irrigation end and 
the domestic-water end for the feeder operation that I described. 
With these increased costs, the city of Grand Junction, which will 
take about two-thirds of the domestic water in this project, had to 
study its hole card so as to see that the cost of this water would 
not exceed what it would cost the city to obtain water from other 
sources, 

The city can obtain water from other sources, but doing that 
does not involve any irrigation. 

Mr. Jensen. There is an item in the budget for $75,000 for advance 
planning for this project. 

Mr. Asrrnatt. May I suggest that the testimony Mr. Groves is 
giving does not go to that. It goes to the appropriation request 
of $1 million to be included, which apparently is coming up in 
another report from the Bureau of the Budget. Mr. Groves may 
wish to say something about the $75,000 appropriation, but that is 
not what he is testifying to at the present time. 

Mr. Jensen. This $75,000 uses up all the advance-planning money 
that was originally estimated. Of $508,000, $396.300 was expended 
in the fiscal year 1953; $36,700 in the fiscal year 1954; leaving a 
balance of $75,000, which the Budget has approved for the fiscal 
vear 1955, 

" Now, you say that there is a budget coming up for $1 million for 
construction money. You are already to construction / 

Mr. Groves. No, sir. I should have put the horse in front of the 
cart and advised you at the beginning of my statement that this 
appearance is unique in that we are coming here and saying that we 
= want an appropriation at this time until our own house is in 
order. 

Mr. JENSEN. I see. 

Mr. Groves. We are not trifling with the committee because we 
think you would like to have a report on what we have done, and as 
a basis, when we will be back here again a year from now, we hope. 

Mr. Jensen. You say that you are not ready for construction 
money yet? 

Mr. Groves. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. So, if an item comes up from the budget, regardless 
of whether it is for construction or not, you do not want it? 

Mr. Groves. That is right; as your statement relates to an appro- 
priation to begin construction. 

With respect to this $75,000 item, Mr. Chairman, I am not qualified 
to say whether that is proper. I am representing prospective users. 
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While these users want this water rather desperately, we have the 
opinion that there should be no construction money spent until they 
can absolutely assure the Congress that this deal will go through. 

Mr. Jensen. There would not be any construction money spent 
unless we designate an appropriation for construction / 

Mr. Groves. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. You cannot use any of this $75,000 of advance plan- 
ning money in the budget now for construction. 

Mr, Groves. That is correct. I am not qualified to speak on whether 
this advance planning money is necessary or not. 

I say that I have come here with a unique problem. This is what 
our people wanted to have presented to you. We have gone along dili- 
gently on this. When costs increased we had to resurvey the whole 
thing. The city, which is essentially in this project, with increased 
costs, employed an engineer well qualified last May and put him on 
the job to tell the city whether it was the Collbran project that it 
should have, or some other source of water. Then issues arose in 
connection with the Colorado River development plan, and western 
Colorado people asked the city to release their engineer to them so he 
could act on that, which the city did on condition he would come 
back and finish this report. He will finish his report sometime this 
summer. Then we have to go through the completion of an organiza- 
tion of a conservancy district which procedure we are in now. We 
are also in a water-adjudication proceeding. That will take pretty 
near a year’s time. 

Mr. Jensen. It appears to me that you have a lot of things to do 
out there yet to determine whether or not you want this approved. 
it seems to me that your people should know exactly what they want 
before we spend money for planning even. 

Mr. Groves. May I state it a little differently? The ranchers on 
this 76,000 acres that wanted piped domestic water and do not have 
it now are ready to go on this. 

By the way, this project is almost entirely fully reimbursable. The 
only element that is still hanging out is the city of Grand Junction, 
whieh has to be in because it must pay two-thirds of the domestic water 
cost back. But these people who want the water, the irrigators and 
these ranchers, are all of the opinion that until the city can make up its 
mind as to whether this is feasible from its angle, they do not feel 
that the Government should spend any more money. If it does not 
go through it will be wasted. 

Mr. Buper. The sum and substance of this is that you are simply 
not in a position at this time to enter into an agreement, a repayment 
contract, and for that reason you do not want the money spent until 
you are? 

Mr. Groves. Plus this: That we think we will be here knocking at 
your door about a year from now with an honest gleam in our eyes, 
and at that time we would appreciate your consideration. 

Mr. Asprnati, We were included within this list of proposed stops 
without being interviewed first, and this is the reaction of the people 
from the district. 

Mr. Jensen. This is a singular situation, I will say. 

Mr. Groves. I want to point out particularly I am not talking about 
the $75,000. I do not know whether that is needed or not. 
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TuHurspay, Fresrvary 18, 1954. 
CourTLAnp Bostwick PRogect 


WITNESSES 


HON. WINT SMITH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF KANSAS 

WARD DOUGLAS, SECRETARY, KANSAS BOSTWICK IRRIGATION 
DISTRICT 

CECIL MUNGER 

TED SANBORN 

JOHN AYRES 

QUINTIN LEECE 

MILLARD BILLINGS 


Mr. Jensen. We will now hear Mr. Wint Smith, of Kansas, who 
is here with some of his people. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
here in behalf of the Courtland-Bostwick reclamation project located 
in Republic County and Jewell County, Kans. 

Mr. Ward Douglas is the chairman of this growp and he has with 
him several witnesses. 

I — like to make a brief preliminary statement for the record 
on this. 

T am here in a dual capacity this morning. I want the record to 
show that I am for these projects. I have had some hesitancy in the 
pe over whether or not they should build a reservoir or siphon, but 

have reached the conclusion after thorough consideration that the 
only thing to do on this thing now is to build the Lovewell project in 
order to supply the needed water. 

This is in my district. It is not only in my district, but it is in my 
home county. It is within 10 miles of where I was born, raised, and 
lived. There is opposition to it from the reservoir areas. I would 
like to have the record show that Mr. Howard Barber and other 
people out there are opposed to this project. I would like the record 
to show their statements. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Without objection their statements will be inserted in 
the record at this point. 

(The statements in objection follow :) 


COURTLAND, KANS., Pebruary 15, 1954. 


Hon. Wint 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear REPRESENTATIVE SMITH: We respectfully submit the enclosed informa- 
tion from the three groups who are concerned with the Lovewell Reservoir and 
the Kansas Bostwick Irrigation District No. 2. The three groups, the White Rock 
Valley Preservation Association, the protest group of the Bostwick Irrigation 
District, and the protest group of the contemplated Jamestown Irrigation District, 
are cooperating very closely in their opposition to these projects, 

We wish you to prevent this material as a joint statement from the three 
groups to the committee holding a hearing on appropriations for the Lovewell 
Reservoir. 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE ANDERSEN. 
Howarp Barser. 
Harry N. 
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To the Honorable Members of the Appropriations Committee of the House of 
Representatives holding hearings on the Lovewell Reservoir, located in Jewell 
County, Kans., we, the White Rock Valley Preservation Association, make the 
following statements: 

The fact that the President left the appropriation for this reservoir out of 
his budget could indicate that the Department of the Interior questions the feas- 
ibility of this project. 

As a brief description of the White Rock watershed, the north side of the water- 
shed is largely plowland, subject to harsh erosion; the south side is at least 40 
percent plowland, subject to severe erosion. We have no way of knowing how 
fast the siltation would affect the reservoir, but we question if it would be useful 
after 40 years, 

The farms in the area to be inundated are the most productive in the area and 
the adjacent pastureland to the south is dependent on the valley for winter feed. 
Hence the destroying of this valley affects a larger area than the immediate 
valley. 

We understand the proposed reservoir is to be a multipurpose unit—for irri- 
gation, flood control, and recreation. We state that with the siltation as it is 
and the fact that if the water is used for irrigation, the waterline would be 
unstable and recreational purposes would be nil. The fact that the proposed 
reservoir is planned to impound floodwaters from the Republican River causes 
us to doubt if we should be responsible for water from another watershed, and 
raises the question “Are not our constitutional rights being infringed upon?” 

The plan of irrigation is being met with open hostility in the proposed irrigation 
district. In a recent election, candidates for board members of the irrigation 
district campaigning in open opposition, lost by a mere 40 votes. We question 
with this kind of opposition that if appropriations are made for the reservoir, it 
will ever be used for irrigation purposes. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully, 
THE Warre Rock VALLEY PRESERVATION ASSOCIATION, 
Harry N. Bett, President, 
Wayne Hamitton, Vice President, 
FRANK CALAHAN, 
JEWELL RUSSELL, 
Board of Directors. 
AGNES A. Secretary. 


MANKATO, KANSAS, February 18, 1954. 


CouRTLAND, KAns., February 13, 1954. 
Hon, SmitH, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE SMITH: It has come to our attention that a hearing is 
to be held during the week of February 15 to 20 for the purpose of trying to get 
an appropriation for the Lovewell Reservoir included in the budget. 

We represent a large group of landowners in the Kansas Bostwick Irrigation 
District No. 2 who are opposed to any appropriation for this irrigation district 
or for the Lovewell Reservoir, which would be a part of this irrigation district. 

Since approval of the repayment contract between this irrigation district and 
the Bureau of Reclamation is still pending in the courts, it would seem foolish 
for the Congress even to consider an appropriation at this time. When the 
Congress and the President are endeavoring to reduce the budget and curb the 
wild spending which has flourished in the past, it does not seem fair or wise to 
ask for funds for a project which is not even authorized to proceed. When it 
appears that a majority of the people in the affected area are opposed to an 
appropriation for the Lovewell Reservoir and the irrigation district, it would 
be an excellent place for the Congress to reduce the budget. 

We trust that you will present this letter to the committee at the hearing. 

Very truly yours, 
Howarp Barer. 
EL_Mer E. ANDERSON. 
ALVIN C. PETERSON. 
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JAMESTOWN, Kans, February 15, 1954. 
Hon. Wint SMITH, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


We understand that a hearing is scheduled for the wee ending February 20, 
1954, for the purpose of securing an appropriation for the Lovewell Reservoir. 

Ninety percent of the bona fide electors and property owners of the proposed 
Jamestown extension of the Bostwick Irrigation District No. 2, are definitely 
opposed to the construction of, and the appropriation of funds for the Lovewell 
Reservoir, and for funds for contemplated Jamestown Irrigation district. 

We are submitting a sketch of the proposed district showing the strong opposi- 
tion to Lovewell Reservoir and the contemplated irrigation district. 

Our specific objections are as follows: 

1. The USDA geologists in sampling soils, found sufficient salts in the area, 
to make irrigation not feasible. 

2. The expenditure of money is excessive. 

3. There is no justification for irrigation, when the PMA is forcing a reduction 
in tillable land, and placing a quota on grains sold. 

Respectfully yours. 
PROTEST GROUP OF CONTEMPLATED JAMESTOWN IRRIGATION DIstTRICT. 
Grorce ANDERSEN, President. 
Hanson, Secretary. 

(Norr.—The sketch referred to above was filed with the committee. ) 

Mr. Smirx. Mr. Douglas will present the statement on behalf of 
this and the people who have organized the irrigation district out 
there. 

Mr. Jensen. We will hear from Mr. Douglas. 

Mr. Doveras. Mr. Chairman and members of this subcommittee, 
my name is Ward R. Douglas. I own, operate, and reside on a farm 
near Courtland, Kans., in the Kansas Bostwick Irrigation District 
of which district I am secretary of the board of directors. TI am speak- 
ing to you in behalf of the Bostwick project in general, but more 
specifically the Kansas Bostwick Irrigation District. 

The 1944 Flood Control Act by Congress approves Senate Docu- 
ment 191 which presented a plan for flood control of the Kansas River 
and tributaries, one of which is the Republican River, and which con- 
cerns the Bostwick irrigation project and the Harlan Reservoir as well 
as certain other irrigation and flood-control purposes. The Kansas 
Legislature in order to aid the Federal Government in this flood con- 
trol and water conservation and use, passed certain legislation which 
authorized the creation of districts and the use of this water for irri- 

tion purposes, as contemplated by Senate Document 191. These 
aws were upheld in 1949, by the Supreme Court of Kansas in State v. 
Knapp (167 Kans. 546). 

The Bostwick project consists of the Nebraska Bostwick Irrigation 
District, which is nearly completed, and the Kansas Bostwick Irriga- 
tion District which was incorporated in 1948, and it entered into a 
contract with the Secretary of Interior in April 1951, whereby the 
Secretary agreed to supply water to the district from the Harlan 
Reservoir and the Republican River, and the district agreed to pay 
the Secretary $3,500,000 for the construction of a distribution sys- 
tem. This contract and the law authorizing the same was approved 
by the supreme court of Kansas in 1951 (see Mizer v. District (172 
Kans. 157). é 

The Bureau of Reclamation has constructed sufficient diversion 
dams and 28 miles of main canals in Kansas, to supply water to the 
Kansas district, and money is now needed to continue construction 
of main canals and to start construction of the distribution system. 
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The budget that is now proposed contains $1,360,000 for the Ne- 
braska and Kansas districts, and which is wholly inadequate. At 
the least calculation an additional sum of $1,500,000 is necessary, and 
which would bring the Kansas district. to the crossing of the White 
Rock Creek and Valley. This crossing originally was planned to 
by siphon, but recent studies show that a reservoir, known as the 
Lovewell Reservoir, is the key to the success of the Bostwick project. 
A recent report by a representative of the Bureau, sets forth the 
facts showing ample justification of this reservoir, since the same 
would provide: 


(a) Irrigation of 10,000 acres of excellent division lands that would not 
otherwise be developed, 2,400 acres of which are included in the Kansas Bostwick 
Irrigation District. 

(b) The provision of substantial flood-control benefits in White Rock Creek 
and Republican River Valley estimated by the Corps of Engineers to amount 
to $90,000 annually; in addition, protection from periodic flooding would be 
provided for 2,400 acres of proposed irrigation development in White Rock 
Creek Valley that would otherwise be withdrawn. 

(ce) Provides needed regulation of releases and spills from Harlan County 
Reservoir, and storage of Republican River inflow below Harlan County 
Reservoir. 

(d) Provides the physical features for crossing White Rock Creek for ulti- 
mate service to 35,800 acres in the Courtland area below Lovewell Reservoir, 
of which 22,700 acres are in the Kansas Bostwick Irrigation District. 

(e) Provides for early service to the 22,700 acres of district lands in the 
Courtland area, and eliminates construction of a costly siphon that would not 
be adequate for full development of the division’s water and land resources. 

(f) Provides a potential source of supplemental municipal water supply for the 
towns of Mankato, Formose, and Jewell, Kans., which are in need of additional 
water. 

(g) Provides beneficial regulation to aid in firming up potential power pro- 
duction at Harlan County Dam. 

(hk) Provides important recreation and fish and wildlife conservation oppor- 
tunities due to good quality of water, attractive setting, and possibility of 
excellent fishing. 

An immediate start of construction of Lovewell Dam and Reservoir is urged 
in order to permit early service to the irrigible lands below White Rock Creek. 
Approximately 70 percent of the acreage to be served by the Courtland Canal 
system lies south of White Rock. 

The Government has already invested heavily in facilities, full utilization of 
which will not be made until the canal and lateral system beyond White Rock 
Creek is constructed. For example, 

(a) Harlan County Dam, constructed by the Corps of Engineers at a cost 
approaching $46 million has 25 percent of its usable storage capacity allocated to 
irrigation. The greater part of this irrigation storage is to meet ultimate 
diversion requirements of the Courtland Canal. 

(b) The Bureau of Reclamation has completed the Superior-Courtland Di- 
version Dam at a cost of $1,900,000 and has invested nearly $5 million to date 
on the upper reaches of the Courtland Canal. The scale of investment made 
in these facilities was dictated by their designed function of diverting and 
carrying water to the entire Courtland system, 70 percent of which, as stated 
above, lies south of White Rock Creek. 

Preconstruction work on the system south of White Rock Creek is well ad- 
vanced. At least that portion of the Courtland Canal system within the present 
Bostwick Irrigation District can be constructed by the time water can be con- 
veyed across White Rock Creek through Lovewell Reservoir, if construction 
of the dam were to begin today. 

Considerable internal stress is placed on the Kansas Bostwick Irrigation 
District by the fact that district electors south of White Rock Creek are losing 
heart by seeing repeated deferment of construction of Lovewell Dam and Reser- 
voir. In this they see no early promise of availability of water to their lands 
although they have entered into the same repayment agreement with the Gov- 
ernment as their neighbors to the north. 
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In the interest of gaining early returns, in the form of irrigation benefits, 
from the investment already made, and in consideration of keeping faith 
equally with water users on either side of White Rock Creek, early construction 
of Lovewell Dam and Reservoir is amply justified. 

Without the money to continue the construction of the main canals 
in Kansas, to start the building of the distribution system and across 
the White Rock Creek, the Kansas Bostwick Irrigation District is 
practically stopped. The Bureau of Reclamation has been progress- 
ing at a rate of 4 to 6 percent annually. This present proposed budget 
cuts this progress to 2 percent or less. However, the overhead ex- 
penses for maintenance of the necessary reclamation force continues 
at the usual rate and thus, it is evident that the Kansas district is 
being burdened by the necessary overhead because of the delay in the 
usual development and construction. In fact, the district has about 
reached the point where the burden is becoming so heavy that these 
additional funds are necessary, otherwise the district might not be 
able to carry on and the Federal Government would lose its entire 
investment. 

In the year 1953, the entire State of Kansas was designated as 
drought relief area and entitled to Federal drought relief funds; and 
most of the State as well as those adjoining, have developed a water 
shortage. The reason for such is shown a the following statement 
appearing in the Topeka Daily Capital on February 12, 1954: 

Seems that the area between the Mississippi and the Rockies does have some- 
thing to write and talk and worry about it. Not since the midthirties have some 


of these States been so deficient in rainfall. Here are some of the records of 
deficiencies over 1952 and 1953 for States in the area. 


2-year deficit, 
inches 


8. 
1. 
1. 
3. 


Harlan Reservoir is now available to supply the land in the Kansas 
Bostwick Irrigation District, if the irrigation works therein can be 
completed ; and if the Lovewell Reservoir is completed then there will 
be additional water for other portions of the State of Kansas. 

Please grant us these additional funds so that we may proceed in 
an orderly manner of development of this irrigation and water con- 
saree program so that we won't experience WPA and other drought 
relief. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you need $1.5 million for the whole project ? 

Mr. Dovetas. We are talking about the whole project. Actually, 
our thought on this was that we needed $750,000 for each of the 
Nebraska and Kansas districts in addition to the sum recommended. 

Then we come to the crossing of the Lovewell Valley.with the pro- 
posed Lovewell Dam, which has been included in the list of proposed 
new starts. That is a structure we feel is absolutely necessary. It is 
the only practical way of crossing this valley. 

First of all, I do not know which is the most important justification, 
but probably one of the most important is the flexibility of water 
delivery to the district as it is set up now. Without this reservoir, we 
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are some 100 miles from the point of storage of water, which will call 
for 72 hours in delivery time from the time the water is turned loose 
from the Harlan County Dam until it reaches the area below White 
Rock Valley. That is one point. 

The second point is if that reservoir is not constructed, then we must 
eliminate 2,500 acres from the district that has presently had the 
construction repayment contract signed because of the flood threat in 
this White Rock Valley. That will have to be eliminated. 

Mr. JENSEN. You need those acres to make this project feasible and 
pay out according to schedule? 

Mr. Doveias. According to schedule. The project was set up on 
the basis of serving some other land. The project probably in the 
beginning was set up on the basis of a aiken across that valley. 
During the course of development and study, the Bureau was positive 
that must be built. 

In addition to that plant Lovewell will make available immediate 
water for 10,000 more acres of land in the immediate vicinity of the 
project. Part of it lies within the boundary and a part of it is at the 
sides, which will call for changing the boundary lines in the district, 
additional repayments, and so forth. 

Another point has come along since the past 2 years. We have been 
running the past 2 years 61 percent below Lai, aia, in that area. 


Irrigation enthusiasm and interest is growing. People are trying to 
find wells and some means of delivering water and getting water to 
their farms. 

At present the board has on file applications for permits to pump 


out of this Courtland Canal onto land that is not even in the district 
at the present time. In the river valley where they have the ground 
water they are putting in wells. 

Since last August there were 12 wells put in by 1 firm. The same 
firm has on order between 50 and 60 wells this spring, and that so 
happens to be in the very same area where most of our opposition 
has arisen in the past. 

Along with that thought, we have another potential that no one 
has ever mentioned to me. Our district includes 100,000 acres of 
land—the boundary of the district. We have contracted to repay 
by gravity flow 49,000 acres. There are lots and lots of acres in that 
district that are just as fine acres that are not subject to gravity flow 
as those acres being irrigated, merely by a few feet of elevation. Those 
farmers are asking continually if they would be allowed to buy water 
from this district to put through a sprinkler system and put on this 
land that so far does not have a repayment contract. 

According to the State laws, if we have the water we are obligated 
to let them have it, so if we have 49,000 acres in the project as it stands, 
and a potential additional 10,000 acres, by supplemental gravity flow 
from the Lovewell Reservoir, then we have a potential from 10,000 
to 25,000 acres that would be irrigated through a sprinkler system. 

We have adequate justification for the Lovewell Dam. Perhaps 
you cannot put a sprinkler justification on paper and say this is so 
good a ratio, but it is a good ratio to the farmers if it means raising a 
crop or not raising one. 

I do not know if there is need to go into any more of the details. 

There is one more item that I might add. Seventy percent of the 
present district lies below White Rock Valley, so we have to get across 
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that valley someway. ro living down in this lower section ac- 
tually are losing heart. They are wondering if they are ever going 


to get water, although they are obligated with a repayment contract 
and they expected water years ago. Through the course of things 
it has been dragging out. 

The Bureau of the Budget has not been too friendly about appropria- 
tions, and they are certainly discouraged along with this weather. 


I think there is another thing that I might add. If there are an 
questions in regard to the status of repayment contract of the Bostwick 
project in Kansas, I have an opinion from our attorney, and if you 
wish, I could have that filed for the record. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The opinion referred to is as follows :) 


BELLEVILLE, KANS., February 12, 1954. 
Warp R. DovcGtas, 
Secretary of Board of Directors for 
Kansas Bostwick Irrigation District, Courtland, Kans. 

Dear Warp: This district was upheld together with the irrigation and water 
laws of Kansas in State v. Knapp (167 Kans. 546). The district was created for 
the specific purpose of contracting with the Secretary of the Interior to carry out 
certain Federal laws in relation to flood control and irrigation, as authorized by 
the Flood Control Act of Congress in 1944, and as provided by chapter 42, article 
7, of Kansas Statute 1949. This law specifically authorized the district to be 
created for cooperation with the Federal Government in the conservation and use 
of water; 42-721, until 1951, provided that this contract with the Secretary of 
Interior, must be approved by a majority of the electors of said district. This 
was amended in 1951, by the Kansas Legislature, which substituted a requirement 
that the contract be approved by the district court, 

When the district entered into its contract with the Secretary of the Interior in 
April 1951, suit was filed in the district court of Republic County, Kans., for 
approval of the contract. 

Soon after this suit was filed, Rooney, Dickinson & Prager of Topeka, Kans., as 
attorneys for 4 landowners in the district, brought an injunction suit in the 
district court of Republic County, Kans., alleging that this 1951 amendment was 
unconstitutional and void wpon 2 grounds: (1) That it impaired a contractual 
right of the landowners to vote upon the contract; (2) that such amendment 
vested such nonjudicial powers in the district court, as to render it void, and that 
the contract was not valid. Judge Vance upheld these contentions but upon 
appeal to the Supreme Court such were reversed. See Mizer v. The District (172 
Kans. 157). which upheld the contract, as authorized and valid. 

On page 174, this decision points out “that this project is all a part of a general 
Plan of Congress authorized by the acts of Congress.” 

Page 175 points out that the law authorizes the district to enter into this 
agreement with the United States Government and that: 

“All the pertinent Federal statutes, the compact between Kansas, Nebraske, 
and Colorado, the contract between the district and the United States, G. S. 1949, 
42-701 to 42-730, and chanter 304 of the laws of 1951, must he construed together.” 

In the Mizer case (172 Kans. 157), the 1951 amendment was upheld but modified 
to the extent of not requiring the district court to act on any assessments until 
they have been equalized under 42-717, and also the court clearly held that upon 
the approval of the contract there was to be no final order as to the assessments. 

Judge Vance, in 1951, promised the landowners that he would see that they got 
a later opportunity to protect their land from the proposed assessments. Judge 
Brummett, who succeeded Judge Vance upon his death, approved the contract and 
approved the assessments, and thus made the proposed assessments final contrary 
to the Mizer decision, when the Mizer case was decided hy the Supreme Court. 
Upon an appeal by a few landowners the Supreme Court said that Judge Brum- 
mett had gone too far as to the assessments, and so in 173 Kansas 379, the Supreme 
Court sent the case back to the district court for further action under the law as 
laid down in the Mizer case (172 Kans. 157). 

In order to prevent further confusion and because of the clear holding in this 
Mizer case that there could be no final order as to the assessments upon approval 
of the contract, I, as attorney for the district, withdrew “all requests heretofore 
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made in the initial petition and otherwise for a final determination of the 
assessments as proposed in the schedule of assessments attached to the petition.” 

I did not withdraw the schedule of assessments a Mr. Prager wrote Wint Smith, 
I merely withdrew tl request for the present final approval thereof. 

Judge Brummett i..ain approved the contract, without approving the schedule 
of assessments as being final. An appeal was then taken by Rooney, Dickinson 
& Prager, and their contention is that the assessments have to be made final when 
the contract is approved. This is contrary to the holding in the Mizer case. So 
we have a contract approved by the district and supreme courts and all Kansas 
laws upheld as authorizing the district to cooperate with the Federal Government. 

In recent decisions the Kansas Supreme Court has held, that when the district 
adopted a plan to cooperate with the Federal Government, that such is an 
irrevocable commitment to the Federal Government, that the district would go 
along with the Federal Government to carry out the Missouri River Basin de- 
velopment under the Federal laws. This was pointed out in the Mizer case and 
the same rule was followed in State v. Salome (167 Kans. 766, and 169 Kans. 584), 
These last cases concerned Wichita, Sedgwick County, the State of Kansas, and 
the Federal Government, and it was held by the Supreme Court of Kansas that 
when the city passed the requisite resolution to accept the benefits of flood con- 
trol under the Federal laws, that such was a contract that could not be impaired, 
and that any effort so to do would be unconstitutional. The Kansas Bostwick 
Irrigation District adopted such plan under 42-710, and entered into this con- 
tract. 

So, the Federal Government in reliance upon the incorporation of this district 
to cooperate with the Federal Government, is amply justified in building these 
irrigation works. 

The contract which has been approved by both the district and Supreme 
Courts is merely carrying out this commitment to the Federal Government, and 
if it had been found to be insufficient in any particular, then the district, 
through its board of directors, could have been compelled to execute a legal and 
necessary contract in order to comply with the Federal and State laws. 

I do want to assure you that everything is in order in this district and in its 
affairs, and this last lawsuit cannot possibly disturb the obligation of the district 
to cooperate with the Federal Government, and the Federal Government can 
safely proceed to appropriate money for the development of this district, as a 
part of the Missouri River Basin development as authorized by the 1944 Flood 
Control Act. 

Yours truly, 
N. J. Warp. 


Mr. JENsEN. We thank you gentlemen very much. 


Tuurspbay, Fesrvary 18, 1954. 
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Mr. Jensen. We will now hear from Mr. Krueger. 

Mr. Krvurerr. No one appreciates more than I do the kindness of the 
committee in arranging this hearing and making it possible for these 
folks from North Dakota to appear at this time. Your consideration 
is appreciated by these fg 3 and myself. 

The presentation of the North Dakota witnesses before your com- 
mittee is a source of much satisfaction to me. In the brief statements 
that will be presented, various phases of the projects will be offered. 
I will not intrude on the valuable time of the committee more than is 
necessary to emphasize some of the points that are of particular in- 
terest to me. 

As I have told this committee before, the irrigation possibilities of 
the Missouri diversion plan with waters to come from the Garrison 
Dam, are far reaching. A million acres have been found suitable for 
irrigation. There are prospects that another million acres will be 
proven equally adapted. This will not be a vast area given exclusively 
to irrigation that might be more or less of a speculative nature, but 
will be a supplemental development of several thousand established 
farms. Adequate control moisture in a varied acreage on many units 
will add to the stability of each farm. It will speed the transfer from 
a predominantly wheat operation to more diversified practices. It will 
be insurance against the overwhelming effects of the drought that dev- 
astated this area in the thirties. 

The plan as presented has a high feasibility ratio. It is over the 
required standards, and even more promising than we, who know the 
area, had hoped for. 

While the major item in the plan, the Garrison Dam, is well toward 
completion, there is still much to be done to get the irrigation potential 
underway. The folks in North Dakota realize that it will be several 

ears before they can expect water on their lands, but they are prepar- 
ing now. My own county was one of the leaders in the formation of 
active groups to study irrigation, to promote the necessary State legis- 
lation to encourage the development of the diversion plan. Many 
others have followed this example. 

Other witnesses will offer other phases of the program as it affects 
North Dakota, but I want to here particularly urge funds for the 
upper Heart River Irrigation District, now organized with nearly 
100-percent participation. 

T hope that the committee will look favorably on the testimony and 
consider the advantages. With the possibilities offered, these plans 
should be pushed along as rapidly as possible. . 

Like any Congressman, I have asked my constituents to keep me 
informed of problems that I might be able to help them with. Yes- 
terday a good friend wrote from the central part of the State: 

I want more rain. I don’t want a drought like we had in 1952 and I don’t 
want any rust. 

I can’t get any promises from the weatherman that it will rain out 
there, but these requests and presentations this morning affect mois- 
ture that we can control. I want you to know that I am doing my 
best to help my people, and I will deeply appreciate your favorable 
consideration of our problems. Thank you again, gentlemen. 

Mr. Krvecer. Now, I would like to present Mr. Lunseth, of Grand 
Forks, a member of the North Dakota State Water Commission, who 
will present his case. 
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Mr. Lunseru. Mr. Chairman, my name is Oscar Lunseth. My 
home is in Grand Forks, N. Dak., where I am the mayor. 

Today, however, I have the honor of representing the Honorable 
Norman Brunsdale, Governor of North Dakota, and the North Dakota 
State Water Conservation Commission, of which I am also a member. 
The commission is the official State agency having authority and juris- 
diction over the water resources of our State, and Governor Bruns- 
dale is the chairman thereof. 

During the past 2 years, the farmers and business people of my 
State have been highly encouraged by the recently evolved plan for the 
modified Garrison diversion unit. I am et pve to note that the in- 
vestigations reveal an irrigation potential of some 2 million acres of 
irrigable land, scattered in many segments and of various sizes. 
These are intermingled with dryiand acreages throughout a broad 
belt across the width of the entire State. We look to this development 
to inerease and stabilize our agricultural  eiacptenet and particularly 
our livestock operations. Irrigation will not displace present farm 
operations but will become integrated with the present agricultural 
economy on a supplemental basis. 

The project layout for the Garrison diversion unit covers an area 
nearly 300 miles in length, wherein the irrigated fields will be inter- 
spersed with over 2,000 square miles of dry-farm cropland and native 
grass pastures. 

Our people are becoming increasingly enthusiastic over the irriga- 
tion potentials as the general plan is being brought into sharper focus. 
It is rather apparent that, despite the 2 million acres that have been 
found suitable for irrigation, this development can be broken down 
into segments or blocks. This will make it much easier for farmers 
to adjust themselves to irrigation and will permit a lower rate of 
Federal appropriations when the construction stage is reached. 

It is the hope of Governor Brunsdale and our people that the first 
million acres can be developed during the next 25 to 40 years. De- 
velopment of the remaining acreage could very readily follow the first 
development, unless a national emergency occurred to change this 
timetable. I would favor the achievement of the full development at 
a progressive rate over a sufficient period to assure an orderly con- 
version of dry-land fields to irrigated crops. Thus, the project would 
be developed on an evolutionary and not a revolutionary basis. This 
will make possible average construction appropriations within rea- 
sonable limits without too severe a strain on the Federal budget. 

Naturally, the most important thing now is to obtain sufficient funds 
for the Bureau of Reclamation to continue and, if possible, accelerate. 
its investigational activities. In fact, we are greatly interested in 
accelerating the present schedule because this would mean economy 
all around. 

A preliminary evaluation —— on the modified Garrison diversion 
unit Indicating project feasibility by various rigid standards was re- 
cently transmitted to the Washington office of the Bureau. <A full 
and complete detailed report is scheduled for 1957, provided funds 
are made available slightly in excess of the 1954 appropriations. This. 
will necessitate an appropriation of auigkeationatets $1 million for each 
of fiseal years 1955 and 1956. We are concerned about completing 
these studies at the earliest possible date consistent with dependable. 
engineering plans at the least cost. 
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North Dakota, through the State water conservation commission, 
has for years cooperated and assisted substantially in reclamation 
studies and investigations, In addition to making cash contributions 
the State has done field work and financed work of various agencies 
in order to help in every conceivable way. In terms of money the 
State has spent more than $1 million for such work, of which $363,000 
was cash contributions, and some $663,000 was expended for doin 
va of the investigation work. We have helped classify end, 

rought in expert technical advisers, and we have assisted the North 
Dakota State College to participate in this great planning activity. 
Our cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation is yielding results. 
Together we have arived at a general plan that appears to be as feas- 
ible and economically attractive as that of any in the Missouri River 
Basin. We are nearing the goal of a firm project report which can 
be used as a yardstick for starting construction. 

The State legislature through the enactment of a conservancy dis- 
trict act in 1949 has indicated the statewide interest in and support 
of the Federal reclamation program in North Dakota. 

The huge Garrison Reservoir will begin to fill this year and will 
gradually drown out almost 500,000 acres of productive farm and 
rangeland. This area will go off the tax rolls, and further diminish 
the agricultural base on which our economy rests. We have always 
counted on irrigation from the Missouri River to increase production 
and taxable values so as to compensate for this loss of North Dakota 
farmland. I think it of great importance that the irrigation plans 
be as nearly complete as possible as these reservoir lands go out of 
production. 

We are agreed in North Dakota that the Missouri River, now that 
it is being controlled and conserved, must be put to work to serve 
all useful purposes. Garrison Dam can do much more than store 
floodwaters to generate electric power and provide a navigation chan- 
nel. It can also be used to provide new agricultural wealth for the 
enrichment of the whole Nation. The Bureau is now well along to- 
ward completing plans for this sort of a wealth-producing develop- 
ment. Regardless of any concern over the proper time to begin 
construction of these irrigation features, I believe we must get the 
basic plans completed as quickly as can be done. Therefore, I re- 
quest that this committee carefully consider the specific job of in- 
vestigations for the Garrison diversion unit in both phases B and 
C when recommending appropriations for reclamation in fiscal year 
1955. 

Those whom I represent have directed me to express support for 
an appropriation of $1 million to be earmarked for continuing the 
investigational activities on the Garrison diversion unit, and to re- 
quest an item of approximately $450,000 for the construction of the 
irrigation distribution system on the Heart Butte unit. We are also 
supporting the estimates for the transmission division with the fur- 
ther request that additional funds be made available for the initiation 
of construction on the Fargo-Grand Forks and Lakcta-Grand Forks 
lines of the transmission system. 

There is another matter of which T wish to make mention. It is 
the change from previous years in the financing of investigations in 
the Missouri River Basin. The Bureau of the Budget has proposed 
that all such activities be financed from the general investigation 
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appropriation, including the work in the Missouri River Basin project 
heretofore carried on under phases B and C thereof. Such change, 
we feel, is confusing and disadvantageous to all. We wish to have 
funds. made available for the Missouri River Basin project desig- 
nated for that project and for the several units therein, and urge 
the restoration of the former practice. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been a pleasure to be privileged to appear 
before your committee in behalf of our reclamation program for next 
year. am grateful for the opportunity and appreciate. your 
courtesy. 

Mr. Norrett, As I understand North Dakota, your State is not 
divided into congressional districts. Your Congressmen run at large 
throughout the State; is that right? 

Mr. Lunsetru. Yes. 

Mr. Norreu. Therefore, this land that is involved here cannot be 
considered in any Congressman’s individual district because it is 
statewide, 

Mr. Lunsetu. It is statewide. 

Mr. Norrett. Has there been any effort made to determine the 
wishes of the actual farmers residing in this area as to whether they 
want itor do not want it? 

Mr. Lunseru. Yes; there has. 

Mr, Norreuu., What do they say? What has the poll shown? 

Mr. Lunseru. I believe that one of our witnesses, Mr. Berg, can 
answer that. 

Mr. Krurcer. I would like to present to you Mr. Oscar Berg, 
executive secretary, Missouri-Souris Projects Association. 

Mr. Bere. Mr. Chairman, my name is Oscar N. Berg. I live in 
Minot, N. Dak., and am the executive secretary of the Missouri-Souris 
Projects Association, This is a nonprofit organization representing 
ion interests in central, southern, and eastern North Dakota. Its 
operations are made possible by voluntary contributions of money 
and services. The main objective of this group is to assist in the 
promagionas activities for the development of the water resources em- 

raced in the modified Garrison diversion unit of the Missouri Basin 

roject. 
: e Garrison diversion unit is one of the great potential irrigation 
projects remaining to be built in the United States, It extends across 
central and eastern North Dakota and promises to bring the many 
benefits of an abundant water supply to at least 21 of the 53 counties 
in the State. Its 2-million-acre potential for irrigation development 
is a A and mingled with almost 25 million acres of range and 

and. 

Ve,in North Dakota, have watched the plan for putting the Missouri 
River to work develop as investigations progressed since 1946. As 
engineering and geologic data have accumulated, we have seen the 
plan modified mit g adjusted to fit the new knowledge of physical con- 
ditions. It has been encouraging to find that the proposed develop- 
ment, even after modification, offers still greater possibilities for bene- 
fit than we originally supposed, 

We have observed also, the rapid construction of Garrison Dam on 
the Missouri River and Jamestown Dam on the James River; The 
latter is an integral part of the Garrison diversion unit, constructed in 
42590—54—pt. 2—55 
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advance to provide flood protection, but ultimately to be used to re- 
regulate water diverted from Garrison Reservoir. Garrison Dam and 
Reservoir project, while it requires about 480,000 acres of North 
Dakota farm and ranch land, is regarded as the key to North Dakota’s 
future as a growing State and developing agricultural frontier. The 
short-range effect. of the Garrison project is to displace some of our 
ple, cut our crop and livestock production, and reduce local tax 

se. In the long run, however, Garrison Dam can provide us with 
water for our crops and smaller streams. It can provide us a livelihood 
for more people, feed for more livestock, and create greater tax rev- 
enue. To do these things Garrison Reservoir must be used and some of 
the water stored there must be taken onto the broad prairies of North 
cate. The job before us is to bring the water over the divide and to 

e land. 

There is now an authorized general plan for doing this. Practically 
all the land in North Dakota east of the Missouri River has been ex- 
amined and about 2 million acres have been found suitable for irriga- 
tion. The proposal is that 1 million acres most in need of water be 
included under project works to be built as soon as possible; with en- 
largement up to 2 million acres to follow whenever economic condi- 
tions warrant. Even the 1 million acre stage is a great undertakin 
and will require many years tocomplete. With the acknowledged n 
for food which will face this country by 1970 due to our rapidly in- 
creasing population, and considering that the Garrison diversion unit 
will be Built in stages or segments during a period of probably 30 or 40 
years, we would be none too soon in starting construction immediately. 

However, there are some engineering jobs and other arrangements 
to be completed before we expect to get into full-scale construction. 
With adequate financing for engineering preconstruction work, the 
Garrison diversion unit can be ready for construction by 1957. The 
best estimates are that with 3 more years of this work, financed at 
about the present rate, a definite plan for the principal water-supply 
works can be completed. The activities in North Dakota have been 
geared to this time schedule. We fully expect that this great project 
will be ready for construction by 1957 and that Congress will see that 
the engineering work is adequately financed and brought to completion 
on time. 

We now have at work a committee representing 24 counties, com- 
posed principally of State legislators, who are drafting proposed 
amendments to improve the Missouri-Souris Conservancy and Recla- 
mation District Act. Such changes would adapt the act to the modi- 
fied Garrison diversion unit. e Conservancy District Act, as we 
commonly refer to it, provides a way for areawide local cooperation 
with the Federal Government in the Garrison diversion unit. Tt was 
enacted by our 1949 State legislature, almost without dissent. It pro- 
vides a conservancy district with taxing powers and with authority 
to contract with the Government for building and operating the diver- 
sion works, and to contract with irrigation districts, municipaliti 
and other water users for their share of the repayment and costs 
operation. It will provide the means for local operation of the project 
works when construction is completed on the various segments of the 
unit. The 1955 session of our legislature will be asked to amend the 
present act so it fits precisely the general plan which has been devel- 
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pet. In this way, we will be ready and authorized to negotiate with 
e Bureau of Reclamation at the appropriate time. 

We have gone even further than this. We recognize that it will be 
8 to 10 years before water can actually be delivered to the vicinity of 
our irrigable lands and that it is still much too early to begin the or- 

nization of irrigation districts out on the project area. Neverthe- 
a our farmers are already interested and searching for information 
about the plan and program for diversion. Several committees of our 
leading farmers have been formed voluntarily to acquaint themselves 
with the plan and to assist in the detail planning now under way. 
Three large committees have been formed: The Searls Basin Com- 
mittee : the Four-County Committee in centrai North Dakota; and the 
Oakes Irrigation Committee. Together these groups represent most 
of the area proposed for irrigation. In addition, we find other farmers 
oe in several of the counties. It is with these that we will 
begin to form irrigation districts when the proper time comes. I 
count it very significant that nowhere across this huge area do we find 
opposition to the general plan for diverting and using Missouri River 
water. 

We are happy to report that we are now nearing the end of the long 
job of planning and preconstruction activity, and within sight of 
construction. 

_ The importance of the Garrison diversion unit to North Dakota is 
pointed up in statistical estimates recently announced by the Bureau 
of Reclamation. These estimates were prepared jointly by the North 
Dakota State College and North Dakota University and they are be- 
lieved to be conservative. They show that with full development of 
about 1 million acres of irrigation, we can expect : 

_ 1. An annual increase in business volume of over $200 million per 

ear. 
: 2. Three thousand six hundred new farms. 

3. One thousand seven hundred new opportunities for businesses. 

4. Twenty thousand new jobs. 

5. An increase of 93,000 in the population of the trade area. 

Significant as these benefits are, we attach even more importance to 
the stabilizing effect of a great irrigation enterprise integrated with 
our boom-and-bust type of dry farming 

The amount of money ad Fe in the fiscal year 1955 to keep on 
schedule is relatively small. We believe that the engineering work 
should be completed as quickly as can be done efficiently, and that the 
result will be a saving of money. We urge that Congress provide a 

reconstruction program on the Garrison Mitrsion unit of $1 million 
or fiscal year 1955 and earmark the funds for this purpose. At the 
same time we urge the Bureau to complete this engineering job with 
: minimum of waste motion and without waiting to perfect each 
etail. 

I also wish to point out that this preconstruction work is now pro- 

to be financed from the general investigation appropriation in 

seal year 1955. This is a change from previous years when the 
activity was financed from the Missouri River Basin project appro- 
priation. I recommend that this committee consider that the Garri- 
son diversion unit has progressed beyond the reconnaissance sort of 
investigation usually covered by the genera] investigation activity. It 
seems appropriate to me that detail engineering preconstruction 
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activity, such as that now being done on the Garrison diversion unit, 
should probably be financed as a part of the Missouri River Basin 
project. We are anxious that money appropriated for this work con- 
tinue to be tied down to it so that it is applied to getting the job done 
in North Dakota. We are nearing the time when we expect to start 
building and we do not want to become lost in any process for sub- 
dividing funds among all the Western States. Neither do we want 
our preconstruction investigations, which cost more than recon- 
naissance to jeopardize the preliminary planning program in other 
States. I think it is just good business to tie this detail work into the 
proper project and unit. Preconstruction drilling and designs of 
structures are as much a part of construction costs as is contract work 
itself, and I suggest we finance them from project funds. 

A part of the million dollars we propose for this work in fiscal year 
1955 should be used for setting up an irrigation farm in central North 
Dakota. Farmers there are far removed from conventional irrigation 
projects and they would like the opportunity to observe a typical farm 
in operation. For warns 4 around $130,000 it would be possible to 

et a farm established quickly and into production. The farm would 
S leased to a North Dakota farmer in a similar manner as the develop- 
ment farm near Upham. Both the Bureau and the resident land- 
owners learn much from this sort of a demonstration. I believe it is 
an economical form of pilot development for the years preceding a 
large-scale project in a new area. 

We are appreciative of the time you have given us, gentlemen. 

Now, Mr. Weinhandl, president of the Missouri-Souris Projects As- 
sociation, has appeared before your committee on numerous occasions. 


He had planned on being here this morning but he was unavoidably de- 
tained and could not attend. He did prepare a statement that I wish 
to file for the record at this time. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, Mr. Weinhandl’s statement will be 
inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


Statement or A. R. WeINHANDL, Minot, N. Dak., Prestpent, Missouri-Souris 
ProJEcTs ASSOCIATION 


As president of the Missouri-Souris Projects Association, a nonprofit organiza- 
tion formed for the purpose of promoting water resources development in North 
Dakota, may I extend the appreciation of our group for the many courtesies ex- 
tended by this committee to myself and other representatives during the past 
years. We feel every appropriation request has been given earnest and fair 
consideration. 

Our people also want to thank the representatives of this committee who were 
able to visit our State last year. We always enjoy your visitations and the op- 
portunities of providing you with firsthand information regarding our project 
and future plans for agricultural and industrial development through irrigation 
by water from the Garrison Reservoir, 

Farmer interest in the project area is increasing. This, coupled with State 
support, will assure local financial participation when the project is ready for 
operation. 

The responsibility that the members of this committee have to effect savings is 
recognized. I sincerely feel, however, that $1 million earmarked for investiga- 
tional purposes on the project during fiscal year 1955 would be a prudent and 
wise investment. I hope that you will give this request every consideration so 
that we can advance this unit to early construction. 

I am convinced that your continuing confidence in this great soil and water 
development will be fully justified by the manifold local and national benefits 
which will accrue therefrom. * 

Thank you, gentlemen. 
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Mr. Norretyu. From investigations you and others have made, how 
would you say they have a chance of voting on it? Give me your best 


ess. 
Om. Bere. This is purely a guess. I would say perhaps 70 percent 
or perhaps 80 percent. 

Mr. Norretu. 70 to 30 or 80 to 20? 

Mr. Bera. Yes. Also, the State is preparing to meet its share of the 
obligation. This conservancy district when activated will be a Gov- 
ernment entity and carries taxing power up to 1 mill, and if we are 
successful in passing this legislation we will have $360,000 annually 
that can be used for operating costs and do so until the landowners are 
in a position to py it. . 

Now, a second point that I would like to touch upon briefly is that 
our association is very concerned over funds being put into what is 
called the general investigations fund. 

Mr. Buper. The committee went into that at quite some length the 
other day. We are quite aware of what is going on. 

Mr. Bere. We hope that you will return it to the original form of 
the Missouri Basin account. 

Mr. Norremt. What percent of the land, as represented by the 
holders, will be in favor of the project, and how many would be 

ainst it? Let us get down to the landowners, those who will actu- 
ally pay the taxes, or the returns. 

Mr. Bere. I would say that it too would run perhaps about the same 
ratio. Ithink perhaps resistance, if there is any, would come from the 
larger landowners. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Krueger. I would now like to present Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Mitier. Mr. Chairman, my name is Ray C. Miller. I live in 
Minot, N. Dak., where I am engaged in the automobile business. As 
its immediate past president, I am here to represent the chamber of 
commerce of that city. 

Our entire community is intensely interested in the development of 
the Garrison diversion unit which ultimately will make water avail- 
able to 2 million acres of our land determined suitable for irrigation. 

Farmers and business people alike are in agreement with the plan 
for this project. We all feel that despite the need for effecting econ- 
omies, this undertaking is a sound investment. 

North Dakota often suffers from the vagaries of our semi-arid 
climate. The Garrison diversion unit will not displace our present 
dryland farming. Rather, it will supplement and serve to further 
stabilize our agriculture and business structure through greater diver- 
sification. 

We are interested in this development for other reasons, such as (1) 

roviding adequate water supplies for domestic, municipal, and in- 
Fastrial uses; (2) ter recreational opportunities through the res- 
toration of Devils Lake and the creation of additional water impound- 
ments; and (3) the ayailabrity of additional water for many rural 
areas in short supply throygh the recharging of ground water tables. 

Our State, with its néwly discovered oil fields, and its tremendous 
industrial potential from our vast lignite reserves needs a dependable 
and adequate supply of water to assure their full development. 
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We feel, Mr. Chairman, that although the Bureau of Reclamation 
has progressed remarkably well with its investigational work during 
the past 2 years, this phase should be further accelerated in order to 
bring the project to the construction stage with the least delay. This 
we believe can be done by making funds available slightly in excess 
of the amount for the current year. 

I wish to express the appreciation of myself and those whom I rep- 
resent for the privilege of this appearance. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Krurcer. I would now like to present Mr. Rockwell. 

Mr. Rockwoop. Mr. Chairman, my name is Byron J. Rockwood. I 
live in Grand Forks, N. Dak., where I am the city manager. 

I am appearing this morning, however, in my capacity as president 
of the North Dakota Reclamation Association, to respectfully urge the 
appropriation of adequate funds to assure a continuance of the recla- 
mation development program in North Dakota during the coming 

ear. 
4 We in North Dakota are all dependent on agricultural production, 
regardless of whether we live on the farm or in the city. Our er- 
ratic climate makes farming a hazardous undertaking. Our people 
are looking forward to an orderly development of our soil-and-water 
resources as presently proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation. This 
will provide the State with a more stable agricultural and business 
economy. New opportuinties will thereby be created for our young 
— so they will remain in the State instead of seeking their liveli- 

ood elsewhere. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to associate myself with the statements of the 
witnesses who have preceded me. The association I represent urges 
that $1 million be earmarked for continuing the investigations and 
studies on the Garrison diversion unit. We also wish to support the 
estimates for the transmission division and in addition would like to 
see that funds are made available for initiatine construction on the 
Fargo-Grand Forks and on the Lakota-Grand Forks lines. In addi- 
tion to these, we hope that funds will be made available for the con- 
struction of the Heart Butte unit irrigation distribution system, re- 
quiring about $450,000. 

Our association is also anxious to have phases B and C restored to 
the Missouri Basin project and an appropriate amount from the gen- 
eral investigations item allocated thereto. These phases are for pre- 
construction activities heretofore carried on under those phases and we 
feel they should not be mingled with the activities usually carried on 
prior to project authorization under the item of general investigations. 

Thank you gentlemen for this opportunity to appear before you. 
We appreciate your many courtesies, and hope you will give favorable 
consideration to our request. 

Mr. Kreverr. I would now like to present Mr. Fredrickson. 

Mr. Freprickson. Mr. Chairman, my name is Fred J. Fredrickson, 
and I live in Valley City, N. Dak., where I have been a resident more 
than 40 years. 

I represent the Greater North Dakota Association, which is the 
State chamber of commerce, and I also represent the North Dakota 
State Water Conservation Commission. 
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These agencies have directed me to support the request for $1 million 
earmarked for investigational activities by the Bureau of Reclamation 
in connection with the Garrison diversion unit for next fiscal year. I 
am likewise supporting the estimates for the transmission division, and 
respectfully suggest that it would be especially gratifying to North 
Dakota if funds were made available to start construction on the Fargo 
to Grand Forks and the Lakota to Grand Forks segments of the trans- 
mission system. 

Another item of particular importance to us is the Heart Butte 
unit. Farmers in upper Heart River have recently organized an irri- 
gation district by an overwhelming vote. We urge that money be . 


made available for the construction of the irrigation distribution sys- 


tem as soon as possible, so that the water supply facilities of the Bureau 
of Reclamation already completed can be put to fuller use. It is un- 
derstood that about $450,000 will be required to provide the distribu- 
tion system for the initial irrigation unit. 

There is one more matter which I want to mention. It is the item 
of “General investigations.” For the first time this item includes 
funds for investigations in connection with the development of the 
Missouri River Basin project. The estimate of $6 million for fiscal 
zee 1955 includes approximately $2,440,000 for investigations in the 

issouri River Basin. Appropriations for those investigations have 
near been carried in the basin appropriation under phases B 
and C, 

For the various reasons which have been given by preceding wit- 
nesses, it is urged that funds for investigations in the Missouri River 
Basin project be restored to phases B and C. This will simplify the 
allocation of investigations appropriations and give to the Missouri 
Basin project that which belongs to it, and to the other States the 
amount applicable to them. 

The investigation activities in the two areas are very dissimilar. 
Investigations outside of the Missouri Basin are generally in con- 
nection with activities before authorization. Whereas, in the Missouri 
Basin they are in the nature of preconstruction and planning work 
since all features of that project have been authorized. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to be heard. 

Mr, Jensen. We thank you very much for your appearance. 
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Mr. Jensen. We will now hear from Mr. D’Ewart. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Mr. Chairman and members of the Appropriations 
Committee, I appreciate your willingness to hear this group from 
Montana. 

Yesterday you heard the opponents to the Missouri-Souris diver- 
sion. At that time I made a statement we regret very much that 
opposition has arisen to this project, but it has arisen. I think that 
we have to face the facts. 

These people are here today to prove to you they desire this project, 
and there are those who are willing to enter into contracts to repay 
’ the money that will be due the Government. 

I appreciate your being willing to hear these people. Then you 
will have heard both sides. 

As I said yesterday, it is the duty of this committee to determine 
whether under the law sufficient guaranties will be forthcoming to 
return the investment of the Government. If there is, I believe the 
project should go forward; if there is not, I think unfortunately we 
will have to drop it. That is for your committee to determine. ese 
gentlemen here are all constituents of mine from that area, and they 
wish to present today the arguments for the proponents. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Frerich, you may proceed. 

Mr. Frericu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Joe Frerich, of Poplar, Mont. Also appearing with me are 
five other men, all farmers, from northeast Montana. I am going to 
read first a joint statement, and I might say, before we start, that 
there are five of us here and I will read a part of some of the other 


members’ statements who are familiar with their particular areas, but 
if you want to ask any questions, they will be here to answer them. 
We are here to ask your committee to place an item in the appro- 
priation bill of the Department. of the Interior for the fiscal year 
1955 to continue the construction of the diversion unit of the Missouri 
River Basin ayy ‘We have only one comprehensive statement, 


but all of us will be glad to participate in answering such questions 
as you may wish to ag 

One of our group up here before your committee today, Mr. Edmund 
Walton, is representing the N-Bar-N Irrigation District, south of the 
Missouri River. Joe Maier represents the Fort Charles area; and 
William Smith is chairman of the Frazer-Oswego Water Users. Dean 
Olson and Alex Sansaver represent the proposed Wolf Point-Poplar 
Irrigation District and city of Wolf Point. These men live on their 
farms the year around and are representing their respective areas 
here today. 

I have ta actively engaged in farming since 1931 and also in the 
farm implement business at Poplar. The following is our joint state- 
ment in support of an appropriation for the Missouri diversion unit. 

We live in a semiarid area with plenty of water going by us in the 
Missouri River. We want to make use of this water and stabilize 
our area, as well as have the same oppress that other irrigated 
areas have, such as southern Idaho and other neighboring States. 

We do not wish to again ask the Government to support us to the 
tune of better than $732 per capital, as we did in the 1930’s We 
know what droughts are; of having the Government buy our cat- 
tle and sheep; being given seed and operating loans, A, and 
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relief. Our No, 1 agricultural problem is the high percentage of low 
moisture in drought years. 

In a good moisture year, dryland farming is successful. In drought 
years, the value of dryland crop production has dropped to 37 percent 
of the total, with average annual rainfall of about 12 inches which 
varies from a low of 4.65 to a high of 21.05 for the last 35 years. In 
1953 the precipitation at Wolf Point was 18.42 inches. Some say 
that we cannot return to the dry years or drought years. This may 
he true, but we do not think this likely when we read about the drought 
conditions in some of the Southern States, and we at home have spots 
that are suffering at the moment. 

Fort Peck Dam was a godsend in giving work, which meant gro- 
ceries, to many people in the 1930’s, even though we lost 245,000 
acres of agricultural lands that were inundated. Our area has 
been reduced in the last 20 years by better than 1,300 farm units, and 
the size of units have more than doubled. 

The Missouri diversion unit was first authorized in 1944, after many 
years of work. We have run into one stumbling block after another, 
such as receiving appropriations, then ae. yew frozen, or a delay 
of some other nature which has prevented the start of construction. 
In the past years, various citizens, both farmers and businessmen, 
have appeared at hearings here in Washington in behalf of the project. 
We have brought in petitions, letters and brochures, indicating inter- 
est. There have been many letters written as your records of last year 
will show by farmers and businessmen and groups favoring this 

roject. 

: We now have the N-Bar-N district which has been organized, wait- 
ing for a repayment contract to be presented for their consideration. 
We have the Wolf Point Poplar proposed irrigation district in the 
making. We have 75 percent of the landowners signed on a petition 
for a new district. We have another area, the Fort Charles, which 
will be organized as soon as they are assured that sometime in the 
future, there will be water for their lands. We are confident now, 
as we have been in the past, that in a few years a total of more than 
100,000 irrigable acres will be organized into irrigation districts and 
the owners will sign repayment contracts. 

Montana’s congressional delegates, plus our last two Governors, 
Ford and Bonner, are for this project, as shown by wires and letters 
filed in previous hearings, and now our present Governor, J. Hugo 
Aronson, and State water conservation board are urging the construc- 
tion of the diversion dam and the necessary sas, and laterals to 
deliver water to irrigate lands where owners are ready from time to 
time to enter into repayment contracts with the Government. 

I want to substantiate my statement concerning Governor Aronson. 
I just received this letter—copy of a letter addressed to you, Mr. 
Chairman. You may have yours, but this was a copy of it. 

Mr. Jensen. I think I shall read this letter into the record right 
now. It is written to me, and states: 

Dear Str: From newspaper reports, it would appear that the Bureau of Recla- 
mation has this month received a very favorable bid for the construction of the 
diversion dam for the Montana diversion unit project in northeastern Montana. 

In Montana we have an agency, the State water conservation board, which was 


created by the State to develop and foster irrigation projects within its borders. 
This project has been reviewed by this board, which has recommended it to me 
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as necessary and desirable for the irrigation development of that section of our 


State. We are deeply concerned with the need for expansion of irrigation for 
our lands. 

I understand that some funds are available for starting construction on this 
project, and that your committee has before it a proposal to provide further 
funds to continue the construction work. I hope that your committee will give 
full and favorable consideration to the desires of the people in those communi- 
ties affected by this project to have construction of it started and carried on 
to its completion. 

Yours very truly— 


That is signed by J. Hugo Aronson, Governor. 

Mr. Frericu. The following statement is made by Mr, Edmund 
Walton, which I shall read, but if there are any questions you would 
like to ask him, he will answer them. 

Mr. Watron. Edmund Walton of the N—-Bar-N unit, south of Mis- 
souri River, under the Missouri diversion unit. I operate the home 
farm where I have lived all my life, except for 314 years in the Army. 

Mr, Jensen. Where is the N-Bar-N unit? 

Mr. Frericu. It is shown on this map right here. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres are involved ? 

Mr. Frericu. About 3,500. 

Mr. Jensen. All owned by one man? 

Mr. Frertou. No. 

Mr, Watton. About 20. 

Mr. Jensen. 20 men? 

Mr. Watton. 20 men, yes. 

Mr. Frericu. A total of 20. 

Mr. Jensen. That is, 20 men own it? 

Mr. Frericu. 20 different, separate farms. 

Mr. JensEN. Separate farms. 

Mr. Watton. Yes. 

I was selected by farmers of the N-Bar-N to represent them today 
before your committee to say—we want irrigation from the Missouri 
diversion unit—we organized an irrigation about 4 years ago. No 
repayment contract has been offered us to date because of delay in 
starting construction of the project. We are patiently waiting. We 
are willing to participate in a fair and reasonable contract for irri- 
gation water and service which will not impose unreasonable sacrifice 
on our part. 

It is difficult for us to pump from the river due to fluctuation of the 
river flow, erosion, changes of river, and silt problems. We have no 
three-phase electric lines in our area, only single phase which is not 
satisfactory for pumping water. There are four farmers that pump— 
some by using tractor power. So you understand why we want. ir- 
rigation to stabilize and help us to be ready for the next drought. 

None of our district commissioners have resigned—my brother is 
one of the commissioners. The opposition have done their best to 
confuse, split, and deprive us of the mght of this development. I have 
with me two petitions signed by some of our farmers on N-Bar—N 
who sometime ago signed the opposition petition, like Mr. McNabb who 
has a note by his signature, in his own handwriting, and I quote: 


I signed opposition petition understanding that it would not affect us on the 
south side of river. I think the opposition petition is misleading. 
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We organized a district 4 years ago and want irrigation. 

Mr. Frericu. That is the end of Mr. Walton’s statement. 

I believe he has a petition which he would like to present to the 
committee. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Frericu. This, I might say, is not an original. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. 

(The resolution referred to follows:) 


Since it is my belief that opposition to the Missouri diversion dam and the 
irrigation works planned on the south side of the Missouri River is based on 
fear of excessively high costs rather than upon opposition to irrigation, the 
undersigned state: 


That we are not opposed to irrigation of our lands and are willing to partici- 
pate in a contract with the United States through the Bureau of Reclamation 
for irrigation water service at a fair and reasonable cost and under conditions 
which will not impose unreasonable sacrifice on our part. 

Harold Frazier, February 13, 1954; E. L. Blevins, February 13, 1954; 
William A. Twitchell, February 13, 1954; Mrs. Jessie M. Walton, 
February 13, 1954; John KE. Walton, February 13, 1954; Edmund 
Walton, February 15, 1954; James T. Twitchell. 

Leo L. McNabb (I signed opposition petition understanding that it would not 
effect us on south side of river. I think the opposition petition was misleading). 


Mr. Frericn. I would like to make the remark that they already 
have an irrigation district, but some of the opposition claims that 
most of these people have withdrawn. Mr. Walton and his neighbors 
got together just the day before they left and they did not have much 
time to go around and see all of them, but nobody, so far as I know, 
refused to sign the petition. 

Mr. Jensen. He is from the N—Bar-N unit. 

Mr. Frerice. Yes. 

And this is a letter from the attorney. 

Mr. Jensen. There were farmers on the N—Bar—N ? 

Mr. Frertcn. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Who is Mr. Asbury? 

Mr. Persson. He is with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Jensen. His letter reads: 


I have had 1 or 2 inquiries from the Bureau of Reclamation as to any informa- 
tion which I have regarding the contemplated dissolution of the above N-Bar-N 
irrigation district. 

. For your information, my predecessor, Arlie M. Foor, and I have for several 
years represented the above district in certain legal matters. Mr. Foor originally 
setting up the district, and myself in conducting annual elections and to date, 
I have not received any information from any of the directors of the district 
or any of its members regarding any contemplated action by the board or its 
members to dissolve this irrigation district. 

. The only comments received by myself are as to the long delay in presenting 
a contract to the district. 

I sincerely hope this will answer any questions which you have. 
Very truly yours, 
LARRY PERSSON. 

Mr. Frertcu. The following is a statement by Joe Maier. 

Mr. Marer. I am aman of few words but know what I and my neigh- 
bors want, and that is development and progress. Irrigation will help 
us get what we need. I farm south of Wolf Point, in the Fort Charles 
area in MeCone County, Mont., which was designated a little over a 
year ago as a disaster area. My neighbors and I are for this diversion 
dam unit. We banded together and organized ourselves about 2 years 
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ago as the Fort Charles unit; assessed ourselves 25 cents per acre to 
carry on promotion work and weet expenses of organizing an irriga- 
tion district when we are assured that the diversion dam will be con- 
structed. We have asked businessmen to help us. There are 40 owners 
in our area who have 2,500 acres of irrigable lands; 67 percent of us 
have already ed to sign for irrigation. 

We are now doing everything possible that can be done without irri- 
— to assure ourselves of a crop. We have in the past often suf- 

ered drought and disaster. The Southern States had a drought last 

year, and we may be in line for it again this year. We want water to 

assure feed and a living. During the thirties I worked for the WPA. 

I got part-time employment from a farmer who paid $1 per day. My 

aia of ere days went to Yellowstone irrigated area and got $2 per 
, Steady. 

The opposition from outside our area have put on quite a drive, call- 
ing on individuals to try and get support against irrigation. They 
got some support but not like they would have people believe. We do 
not believe that we will lose our mineral rights, nor that the Govern- 
ment will slap a mortgage on our farms, or that we will have to sell 
our excess lands for $19 an acre, as claimed by the opposition. 

Mr. Chairman, I am representing a great majority of the land- 
owners in our area on the south side of the Missouri River. I am here 
at the request of my neighbors, many of whom have written letters to 
our Congressmen and this committee during the last year favoring the 
irrigation project. 

We need irrigation and want your help. 

Mr. Frericu. The next statement will be by Mr. William R. Smith, 
who will present his statement. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well, Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smrrn. I am an irrigation farmers in the Frazer-Oswego area. 
Iam a director of the Northeast Montana Water Development Asso- 
ciation and president of the Oswego Agricultural Association. The 
pee of this organization is to provide mutual assistance and to seek 

elp from various agencies for the members who were working to 
establish and develop irrigation farming and livestock enterprises. 

I am a director of the REA and have served on a committee which 
is preparing information on rural telephone service for our area. I 
also serve by appointment as a member of the planning board chosen 
to advise the tribal executive board, the governing body of the Indians 
on the Fort Peck Reservation, 

My neighbors and I are making progress on irrigation farming. We 
have had a hard struggle but our project has improved each year, 
in spite of statements by opposition that we are a failure. The drought 
years of the 1930’s caused me to drop out of the cattle business to be- 
come an irrigation farmer. I now find that irrigation has put me back 
1n the cattle business and on a more firm foundation. 

I am here to urge the development of the Missouri diversion unit. 
We have a water supply now that is delivered by pumping from the 
Missouri River. Even with good engineering consultation, the water 
supply is not dependable. 

Ihe quantity of water flowing in the river during irrigating season 


fluctuates substantially. This variation is caused by releases from 
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Fort Peck to provide extra peaking power, by demands to meet down- 
stream navigation requirements and by a flood anywhere downstream 
which makes it desirable to reduce the flow from Fort Peck. These 
fluctuations often cut off our water supply until the channel from the 
main river to pumping plant is reopened, 

It should also be understood that Fort Peck in no way controls the 
Milk River which enters the Missouri below Fort Peck Dam. The 
Missouri Canal, which will be only 600 feet from our lands, could 
deliver a dependable water supply from the diversion dam. Ad- 
ditional cutouts could be provided as more lands are supplied with 
laterals and ditches, 

Opposition of the project has been working very hard to alarm the 
Indian people about the project. I am here to say that the thinkin 
Indians, and we have many, and those who have had experience with 
irrigation and know its values, want this diversion unit. Some mem- 
bers of the tribal executive board are alarmed about it. That board 
has a right to speak for the tribal land which makes up about 4 per- 
cent of the irrigable land. Indian allottees have a right to speak for 
their own land. Many of us insist that we wish to do so tha do not 
want anyone else to deprive us of a chance to get water from it. 

Our opponents have pointed to some old Indian Service projects 
as examples of failure of irrigation in this part of Montana. They 
were failures for one simple reason, they did not have an ample or 
dependable water supply. 

en by legislation passed in 1908 Congress provided for survey- 
ing and allotting our reservation the Indians were told that irrigation 
would be developed for over 100,000 acres of our land. So-called 
irrigable allotments were made; however, the Government has to date 
furnished irrigation to a small number only. 

We feel that we have an interest in the Missouri River water as it 
affords an ample and dependable water supply necessary to a success- 
ful development. By secret ballot 2 weeks ago at a water users meet- 
ing, our president went on record 22 for and 2 against the purchase 
of water from the diversion dam unit. I wish to present for the record 
the resolution passed, as well as a letter by Mr. Flickenger, area direc- 
tor, supporting my statement. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well, they will be made a part of the record, 

(The statements referred to follows:) 


RESOLUTION 


Resolyed that when and if the main canal for the Missouri diversion unit is 
constructed, we are prepared to negotiate a fair and reasonable contract for a 
supply of water from that canal at a price which will not exceed our current 
cost of pumping water. 

CERTIFICATION 


We, the undersigned officers of the Oswego Agricultural Association hereby 
certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted at a meeting of the water 
users of the Oswego-Frazer irrigation project duly and regularly called and 
convened the 4th day of February 1954 at Oswego, Mont., by a vote of 22 for 
and 2 against, there being a total of 31 owners and water users. 


Wuutam R. President. 
Joe Bauer, Secretary. 
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Bureau or INDIAN AFFAIRS, 
BILLINGS AREA OFFICE, 
Billings, Mont., February 3, 1954. 
Memorandum to; F. M. Clinton, regional director, Bureau of Reclamation, Region 
6, Billings, Mont. 
From: Paul L. Fickinger, area director. 


It appears now that the development of the Missouri diversion unit, Montana, 
may eventually be accomplished. I wish to present to you for your consideration 
two proposals in connection therewith: 

1, This Bureau would be interested in securing water service from the Missouri 
Diversion Canal for irrigation of the Frazier Wolf Point unit of the existing 
Fort Peck Indian irrigation project. This unit embraces a nominal irrigable 
area of 13,800 acres of which 10,000 is now under constructed works. The pres- 
eut water supply for this unit is obtained by means of pumping from the Missouri 
River. Once the Missouri Diversion Canal is built, it would be an easy matter 
to divert water from this canal to the Frazier Wolf Point Main Canal and thus 
supply gravity water to the entire area in lieu of pumped water. This substitu- 
tion, of course, would depend upon two things: 

a. Water service charge per acre-foot ; and, 

b. The manner and cost of making the connection between the two canals. 

I suggest a rather detailed investigation of the foregoing points as it seems 
‘to me that an agreement on this proposal might be mutually advantageous. 

2. I should also like to suggest a joint investigation looking toward the ulti- 
mate incorporation of all the irrigable land of the existing Fort Peck Indian 
irrigation project into the Missouri diversion unit to make them a part thereof. 
A considerable portion of the lands and works of the Missouri diversion unit 
includes or lies adjacent to the Indian project. Merging of these 2 projects into 
1 under a single operating organization and subject to the same terms and 
conditions might prove to be highly desirable. 

If the foregoing proposals are of interest to you, please notify me to that 
effect and I will arrange to assign someone to assist in the development and 
conduct of the investigations. After this work has been done we can then 
discuss the findings and determine future courses of action with respect thereto. 


Pau L. FickrnGer, Area Director. 


Mr. Smiru. I would like also to introduce into the record a letter 
from Mrs. Freda Beazley, addressed to Mr. Metcalf; she happens to 
be Mr. Engles landlord in the project involved. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


Worr Pornt, Mont., February 12, 195}. 


Mr. Lee Metcoarr, 
United States Congressman from Montana, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Mercarr: I am a vice president of the National Congress of Ameri- 
can Indians. As you know this is an Indian organization representing and 
speaking for 52 Indian tribes in the United States, and making studies of all 
Indian legislation on matters affecting Indian people. If am also secretary of the 
Intertribal Policy Board, representing the seven Montana Indian reservations as 
well as the landless Indians of Montana. 

One of the principles and objectives of the NCAI is, “productive employment 
for Indians and development of resources within their home communities.” 

' On our reservation here, we have many resources which need to be developed 
and cherished by us. The oil development is progressing and it is our hope that 
the entire reservation will some day be developed. 

Another one 6f our resources is water. The Missouri River lies on the south 
boundary of our reservation and I believe that we should take the advantage of 
the epportunity in developing this resource for the good of our reservation and 
northeastern) Montana, 

In accepting the appointment as officer of the NCAI, I pledged my svpport to- 
ward promoting the welfare of Indian people everywhere, as well as people 
on my own reservation. 
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There is no doubt that irrigation on this reservation will be beneficial for my 
people. Water is an all-important factor—without it, no area is immune to 
drought and dustbowls. I have seen irrigation projects in the Southwest re- 
cently and know of the fight for water by most of the Western and Southwestern 
States. The Indian people of Arizona are fighting for a first-water right to the 
Colorado River and have sought the assistance of the National Congress of 
American Indians. 


The Fort Peck Reservation in this State is at present looking toward the de- 
velopment of water, and I would like for you to consider this letter as my en- 
dorsement of this goal, and I would appreciate it very much if you would give 
us your support. 

Sincerely yours, 
FReDA BEAZLEY, 
Second Vice President of the National Congress of American Indians. 
Secretary, Montana Intertribal Policy Board. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres are in this area / 

Mr. Smira. Five thousand. ‘There are about 8,000 more just imme- 
diately east. Total of 13,000 acres. 

Mr. JENSEN. I mean, how many farms are in this area ? 

Mr. Smrrx. About 32 farms. 

Mr. Jensen. Thirty-two farms? 

, Mr. Smrrn. Yes. We have about 32 who own their individual 
arms. 

Mr. Jensen. And how many of them are there in this project? 

Mr. Smiru. Twenty for and two opposed. 

Mr. Jensen. Twenty-four? 

Mr. Smrirn. Twenty for and two against. Some of them did not 
attend the meeting. 

Mr. JENSEN. Some of them did not? 

Mr. Smrru. No. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you feel the rest of them want this water? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the situation here; how many acres on this 
side [indicating | ? 

Mr. Surri. Eight thousand acres on this ety 

Mr. Jensen. And how do they feel about it ? 

Mr. Smirn. They want to take the water but they have not been 
able to form a district. 

Mr. Jensen. Are they in the process of organizing the district? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. How are they coming along? 

Mr. Smirx. Well, they do not have any water; they just have the 
first effort; they cannot get the project going because they have not 
been able to get the money to complete the project out there. 

Mr. Jensen. What I am trying to find out is—you say they favor 
getting water out of this diversion dam. 

Mr. Surru. Yes. 

Mr. Frertcn. Mr. Chairman, I am just wondering if you under- 
stand that this project is a project of the Indian Bureau. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; I know that. 

Mr. Frericu. I see. So they make appropriations each year for 
a continuation of this project. I do not know whether Mr. Smith 
can tell you whether they are ready to form a district or not. 

Mr. Swrx. That is called the Frazer unit, the same as it is here. 
That project would extend on down to the end of this project, when- 
ever it iscompleted. We just-take them in as water users. 
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Mr. Jensen. Are all of the people in this area [indicating] Indians? 

Mr. Smiru. No, they are not... They are about the same as over 
here. 

Mr. Jensen. What percentage are Indians? ‘ 

Mr. Smirn. About 60 percent are Indians in the upper part of it. 

Mr. JeNsEN. What percentage are down in here [indicating] ? 

Mr. Sorru. Probably 70 percent; there are a few who came in here. 

Mr. Jensen. They farm and own their land; do they live in there! 

Mr. Smiru. Not all of them. 

Mr. Jensen. Do some of them lease their land out? 

Mr. Smiru. There are a few who lease their land out. The 32 
Indians that are in here live on the farm. : 

Mr. Frericu. Some of them lease their land out. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you think an Indian who leases his land out should 
have construction cost free ? 

Mr. Smiru. I do not understand you. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you think an Indian who leases his land out should 
not have to pay for the construction of irrigation projects ¢ 

Mr, Smiru. Mr. Chairman, I could not answer that right off. 
1 know that the Lovitt bill—— 

Mr. Jensen. I know; I want to find out what you thought about it. 
Take the 60 percent of the people who live in that area, and who do 
not pay any part of the construction cost of this project, if this project 
goes to completion, they are free of any construction costs, and there 
are a number of Indians who own land there and are renting it out 
to white men, or possibly another Indian. The white man makes a nice 
profit out of it, and Uncle Sam is paying the bill. 

As long as they live on the farm, 1 would say that is O. K. But 
whenever an Indian leases his land out, where the Government is goin 
in and spend a lot of money, then permit a white man to make a lot o 
money out of it, that does not quite make sense to me. That is one of 
the things that makes this project so difficult to handle. It is a difficult 
thing to handle, and to bring it into a feasible status, That is really 
the difficulty with the ween If these Indians lease their land out, 
they should. be required to pay like everybody else does, for the con- 
struction costs, then we would not have the problem here that we have 
got. You have got a problem here where half and half—that is, half 
are against and half are for. And you know it is'a pretty difficult 
thing, gentlemen, for the Congress to step in and impose a financial 
burden on people where half of them do not want it and half of them 
do. I do not know that Congress has ever done that. I do not know 
what the trouble is out there, exactly. But Iam not sure, but I am 
going to be frank—I am not sure that the Congress will step in until 
you folks out there make up your minds as to what you want and do 
not went to a greater degree than; you have now. For Con to 
step in, for Uncle Sam to step in, between a difficult fight between 
the people, half of them on one side and half on the other, is a diffi- 
cult thing to do. 

Very well, go ahead, Mr. Smith. I am just expressing my own 
opinion ; I am thinking out loud, so to speak, 

_Mr. Smirn, Mr. Chairman, do you understand there is no material 
difference. We have no lateral. We have a few canals and a few 
ditches off in this direction [indicating]. hatal 
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Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Smiru. They are planning to bring this on down to this point, 
if we can get the money. And in this area there are only about three 
white men living in this east area settlement. 

There is quite a little difference in the west end. Mr. Scott has a 
lot of land up in here [indicating]. I know there has always been 
quite a bit of argument up in here in the way of getting support, to 
give the whites an opportunity on the project. 

Mr. Jensen. There is no question about that. 

Mr. SmirH. We cannot make our white neighbors always see that. 
We had some whites who did not want to do anything, who wanted to 
get more money to complete this project here Cndlie ting: 

Mr. Jensen. How much money do you need to complete your chan- 
nels and canals? 

Mr. Smiru. We had an estimate from an engineer who gave us an 
estimate of $200,000. If we could get that—and we had an estimate 
of $70,000 for this year, and I think that was cut in two. 

Mr. Jensen. Could you irrigate if you could put enough water 
in here now, with the pumps out of the river? 

Mr. Smrru. Well, the river, as you know, fluctuates so much. If it 
does not, we can get water. We are having trouble up here with the 
pumping plant, with this draining. There is a lot of land now that 
they cannot do anything with, and it is being taken out of the project, 
because of the fact that the seepage is onto the land, and they cannot 
raise anything on it. There is a lot of that land in here [indicating]. 
The fact is that they do not have the money to bring that water to 
the pumping plant down here and there is going to be a certain 
amount of the best irrigated land not usable. As soon as they start 
getting it under irrigation, it gets waterlogged. 

They have done that in spells. Then we have the seepage from 
the canals which are in bad shape, and as long as the water continues 
to run on the land, it will ruin that land. They cannot do the job 
until they find some means of drying it out. 

Mr. JensEN. You mean the canals leak and there is too much water 
at some places? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes; the water seeps down in the canal over on the land. 

Mr. Jensen. And the water is wasted because the canals are 
leaking ? 

Mr. Smiru. They are Jeaking at some points. 

Mr. Jensen. And they need repairs? 

Mr. Smirn. They should be lined, and if they are lined, the water 


is goin to run—— 
r. Fantom: If they were lined, you probably would have enough 

water to irrigate the other 8,000 acres? 

Mr. We would. 

Mr. Jensen. With the pumping facilities you have got now? 

Mr. Smrru. Sir? 

Mr. Jensen. With the pumping facilities you have got there now ? 

Mr. Smrrn. We have three pumps in there now but even with 
that we have this trouble. These pumps have got to be overhauled 
about every 2 years and that runs into a lot of money to dothat. You 
can only take out one pump at a time to do that. You have always 
got to have 2 pumps, 1 in reserve. : 

42590—54—pt. 2—56 
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Mr. Jensen. What is the cost to drag the canal? 

Mr. About. two and a quarter. 
_ Mr. Jensen. That is all? 

Mr. Smiru. For water. 

Mr. Jensen, For water. 

Mr, Smirn. We do not pay construction. 

Mr. Jensen. I know. I realize that. 

Mr. Smirn. That is just. water. 

Mr. Jensen. That is everything? 

_ Mr, Smiru. That is just the water. I lease land and it costs me 
$5 an acre for the land. 

Mr. Jensen. How much? 

Mr. aia I lease land for which I am paying $5. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that irrigated land? 

Mr..Smiru. That is irrigated land. 

Mr, Jensen, That is a pretty reasonable figure is it not/ ‘That 
is, for irrigated land ? 

_ Mr. Smrru. I pay for the water. 

Mr. Jensen. What do you raise? 

Mr. Smirn. Of course, [ have got to pay for the water. 

Mr. JeNsEN. What do you raise? 

Mr. Smrru. Alfalfa. 

Mr, Jensen. And you get about 3 or 4 crops a year? 

Mr. Smrru. I am averaging about 5 tons a year. 

Mr. Jensen. How much is that worth per ton ? 

Mr. Smirn. $20. 

Mr. Jensen, $20 per ton, or about $100 an acre. That is not too 
wuch, $5 an acre. 

Mr. No. 

Mr. Jensen. You are doing all right. 

Mr. Saaru. I have a lot of other expenses. 

Mr, Jensen. How much land do you have? 

Mr. Smnru. I have eight 40-acre units, 

Mr. Jensen. A half a section? 

Mr. Sorru. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well, go ahead. 

Mr. Smirx. This project is essential to the development of our 
area. It is a back-to-the-farm movement. Just as an example of 
what can happen to our area is what happened to Missouri-Oklahoma 
area this last year. 

We need the Missouri diversion unit. to furnish a supply of water 
for the development of 8,000 additional acres, between the presently 
irrigated area and Wolf Point. 

I came to make my home in the Oswego community with nothing 
but determination in 1940. Since that time I bought land,and.some 
cattle and now I have 130 head and I put up 500 to 600 tons of hay. 
Without irrigation I could not do this. 

. Gentlemen, I am authorized to ask you to wg develop: the 
Missouri diversion unit. We don’t want to come back, and ask ‘for 
relief doles. We, want to build so that it can be said in. future 
generations that, we were builders. tind) bag 

_, Mr, Jensen, Is Mrs. Freda.Beazley the owner of the land. that 
Mr. Engle is farming? na avad 
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Mr, Frericu. No, she has some land up in here, and she has her 
own up in here, which Mr. Engle farms for her. 

Mr. Jensen. She has her own? 

Mr. Frericu. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Is she in favor of this project? 

Mr. Frericu. I do not know, but we can look up here and find out. 

Mr. Smiru. She is in favor of this project. I have just seen her. 

Mr. Jensen. She is in favor of the project? 

Mr. Sairu. Yes. 

Mr. Norrety. In whose congressional district is this project? 

Mr. Frericu. Mr. Wesley D’Ewart. 

Mr. Norrevw. All of it? 

Mr. Frericu. All of it. 

That is the end of Mr. Smith’s statement. 

Next will be the statement of Mr. Dean N, Olson, who will present 
his own statement. 

Mr. Orson. Mr, Chairman, I have lived in eastern Montana all 
of my life. I am actively engaged in farming and raising cattle 
near Wolf Point, Mont. and have been since 1940. I derive all of 
my income from the soil and live on my farm the year round and take 
my chances with the rest of my neighbors. 

T am a warranty deed landowner that will be under this unit. 

I am appearing before your committee today as a representative of 
my neighborh and the proposed Wolf Point Poplar irrigation 
district of the Missouri diversion unit. 

The opposition to this project has stated that only the businessmen 
of this area are in favor of it. They are very much mistaken. As 
this delegation of which I am a member, shows. We farmers asked 
the businessmen to help us. We support the Northeast Montana 
Water Development Association. Our opposition inferred it is a 
crime for a businessman to support and help develop a community 
and area. However, Mr, Engle, who is opposing this project, is a 
very interesting farmer. A man of many interests, among them owner 
of an elevator at Sprole, Mont., where he buys and sells grain, He 
has a quarter interest in the Ford Garage Building at Poplar, Mont. 
Has apartments and other city property. He only devotes a small 

art of his time to farming, as he has a farm manager. He is a mem- 

r of the Poplar City Council. He uses low-rental Indian lands for 
his farming activities. He has recently purchased a bunch of cattle 
and purchased hay to feed them. This hay was raised on subirri- 
gute river bottom land, which shows that even in a good year like 
this last one, irrigation pays. 

Also along with this thought, I would like to know that if this 
area is as good as our opposition claims it is, without irrigation, 
what will it be like with irrigation? Why was some 80,000 acres of 
land sold back to the Government; submarginal land as it is called 
today! And why did some 462 farmers quit Roosevelt County from 
1930 to 1950 with decrease of 43.6 percent of farm population? And 
also; why were 24,000 tons of hay imported into our area during the 
winter of 1949 and 1950 at $40 per ton—1950-51, 15,000 tons at $50 

r ton... This was not the best of hay either, as I purchased some of 
it. Now if this project is further delayed for dnidthet 10 years or so, 
I don’t believe we will have enough people left on the farms and in 
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the community to work and operate a project. In fact, we may have 
a barren and desolate dust bow] to look at. 

The rural community, county, and district progress meetings which 
were held in 1952 throughout the northeast area of Montana, i 
the disasters of the thirties made recommendations as follows: 

Montana water resources should be developed-at the earliest*possible moment. 

Irrigation development should be accelerated because of. its tendency to stabi- 
lize agriculture in this area. 

During the past 2 weeks I have called on all my neighbors who 
live in or farm the river bottom area west and east of Wolf Point, 
in Roosevelt County. In part of the area which will be served b 
the Missouri diversion dam near Frazier, I have called on 23 dif. 
ferent farmer landowners of arable acres; of these 17 were very 
much in favor of forming, and signed petition for, an irrigation 
district; 5 have their own temporary irrigation setups, some of 
which have cost them up to $10,000. I ran into just 1 man who 
did not believe in irrigation, and yet he gets the most of his hay 
from irrigated ground. Something must be wrong here. We don’t 
want, to force anyone to irrigate if he does not want to. 

These neighbors of mine have signed a petition requesting the 
forming of a district, and that should prove they want and need 
irrigation. 

I was 1 of 8 petition carriers who called on the people to secure 
the signatures on a petition to form an irrigation district. I hereby 
submit a typewritten copy of the petition for the information of the 
committee, 

Mr. Jensen. How many farmers in there? 

Mr. Orson. These farms are land that will be eligible for irrigation 
of the project. 

Mr, Jensen. White farmers? 

Mr. Orson, White farmers in this area [indicating]. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres are represented ? 

Mr. Oxson. How many acres are represented ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes . 

Mr. Otson. It would run around 1,500 acres. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that the entire acreage? 

Mr. Otson. No; it is not. ‘This acreage I spoke of was irrigable 
acreage. That is, land that will be fit for irrigation. "We have 
6 different classes of land out there—1, 2, and 3 irrigable; 4, 5, and 
6 not irrigable. 

Mr. Jensen. If this project is built, how many acres in that area 
will be irrigated ? 

Mr. Orson. The total acres? 

Mr. JenseN. Yes. 

Mr. Frencu. It is on the map. 

Mr. Orson. The total acreage here at the bottom, 13,000. 

Mr. Jensen. What I am trying to find out, is how many acres of 
land in this proposed project are now favorable; that is, where the 
owners are now favorable to this project? I am trying to find out 
how many acres that represents, of land that will be irrigated ¢ 
, beg Frertcu. Mr. Chairman, he is coming to that in his statement 
ater, 
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Mr. Jensen. I wanted to get all together the total amount of acres 
in the whole project. 

Mr. Otson. In Wolf Point? 

Mr. Jensen. The whole project. I think the Department has testi- 
fied that there are only about 7,200 acres that would be irrigated 
under the present plan. 

Mr. Orson. The total amount of irrigable land would be 31,931. 
That is the N-Bar-N, the Frazer-Oswego, the Fort Charles unit and 
the proposed Wolf Point-Poplar Irrigation Districts. 

r. JENSEN. You contend that the pial living in those areas are 
the proponents of this project; at least, a majority of them? 
r. Orson, I do. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres did you say there were? 

Mr. Orson. Thirty-one thousand, nine hundred and thirty-one acres 
that are irrigable acres and that does not mean class 4 or 5. 

Mr. Jensen. That is land that will be irrigated ? 

Mr. Ouson. That is land that will be and can be irrigated; land 
they will be able to put water on and to produce with water. 

Mr. Jensen. That is, the total acreage that they either can—or is 
now occupied by people who are favorable to this project? 

Mr. Frericu. That is right. 

ae Jensen. Thirty-one thousand, nine hundred and thirty-one 
acres 

Mr. Oxson. Thirty-one thousand, nine hundred and thirty-one acres. 
I have here a document signed by 45 signatories that are in favor of 
organizing the district in the Wolf Point-Poplar area. We have that 
petition here. 


Mr. Jensen. Would Pb be favorable to the project, if the diversion 


dam were not built, an 
by a pumping system? 

Mr. Otson. We have had a lot of trouble trying to pump water from 
the river, trying to keep the river right up against the bank. If it can 
be kept up close enough so we can pick the water up, it is all right, 
but the trouble is caused when the flood comes and, on the other hand, 
when they let water out of the river at one of the upper dams, and the 
water is lowered and it goes over on the other bank from us. The river 
simply moves away. 

Mr. Jensen. But it could be handled by proper construction at a 

int in the river where the water could be taken, if the project was 

andled by the Government on some plan that might be called for? 

Mr. Orson. We have a project that the Government has installed up 
at Frazer. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that working out very well? 

Mr. Orson. They have spent several thousand dollars out there with 
a dragline, trying to bring the river back to the pumping plant, but the 
river simply walks away from it. 

Mr. Jensen. I know how it can do that. 

Mr. Orson. As I say, I was one of eight petition carriers who called 
on people to secure their signatures for a petition to form an irrigation 
district, and I ask that that be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it will be included in the record. 

(The petition referred to follows :) 


they simply have water taken out of the river 
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In THE District Court oF THE FIFTEENTH JupICIAL DistRIcT OF THE STATE OF 
MONTANA, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ROOSEVELT 


In the Matter of the Formation of Wolf Point-Poplar Irrigation District 


PETITION 


To the Judge of the Above-Entitled Court: 

We, the undersigned, being 60 percent in number of the holders of title or 
evidence of title to lands hereinafter described, susceptible of irrigation from 
the same general source, representing 60 percent in acreage of the said lands, do 
hereby petition and represent to the court as follows: 


That we propose the formation, establishment, and organization of an irriga- 
tion district under the provisions of chapter 12, title 89, Revised Codes of Mon- 
tana, 1947, as amended and supplemented, for the purpose of exercising all the 
power conferred or hereafter conferred by the laws of Montana, upon irrigation 
districts and, in particular, for the purpose of cooperating with the United States 
under the Federal reclamation laws heretofore or hereafter enacted, or any act 
of Congress which shall permit of the performance by the United States of work 
in the State of Montana for the purposes of construction of irrigation works, 
including drainage works and powerplants or for purchase, extension, operation, 
or maintenance of constructed works, or for the assumption as principal or 
guarantor of indebtedness to the United States on account of district lands. 


That the name suggested for the proposed irrigation district is the Wolf Point- 
Poplar Irrigation District. 


m1 


That the boundaries of said irrigation district which enclose all lands to be 
included in said arrigation district are described as follows, to wit: 

Beginning at the point of intersection of the East and West one-quarter section 
line of Section 8, Township 27 North of Range 47 EB. M. M. with the center of the 
channel of Wolf Creek thence east to the one-quarter corner common to Section 
8, Township 27 North, Range 47 E. M. M., and Section 9, Township 27 North, 
Range 47 E. M. M.; thence south along the section line of section 8 to the section 
corner common to Sections 8, 9, 17, 16, Township 27 North. Range 47, E. M. M.; 
thence east for 314 miles along the south section line of Sections 9, 10, 11 and 12 
to the south one-quarter corner of Section 12, Township 27 North, Range 47 
E. M. M.; thence north for one mile to the one-quarter corner common to Sections 
12 and 1, Township 27 North, Range 47 E. M. M.; thence east for one-half mile 
along the north section line of Section 12 to the Section corner common to Sec- 
tions 12 and 1, Township 27 North, Range 47 E, M. M. and Sections 6 and 7, 
Township 27 North, Range 48 BE. M. M.; thence east along the south section line 
of Section 6, Township 27 North, Range 48, E. M. M. to the one-quarter corner 
common to Sections 6 and 7, Township 27 North, Range 48. E. M. M.; thence 
north to the center of Section 6, Township 27 North, Range 48 BE. M. M.; thence 
east for two and one-half miles to the one-quarter corner corner common to Sec- 
tions 4 and 3, Township 27 North, Range 48, BE. M. M.; thence north along the 
easterly section line of Section 4 to the Section corner common to Sections 3 and 
4, Township 27 North, Range 48 BE. M. M. and Sections 33 and 34, Township 28 
North, Range 48 BE, M. M.; thence east along the township line common to Town- 
ship 27 and 28 North for four and one-half miles to the one-quarter corner com- 
mon to Section 5, Township 27 North, Range 49 E. M. M. and Section 32, Town- 
ship 28 North, Range 49 E. M. M.; thence north for one and one-half miles to the 
center of Section 29 in Township 28 North, Range 49 E. M. M.; thence west for 
one-half mile to the one-quarter corner common to Sections 29 and 30 in Town- 
ship 28 North, Range 49 E. M. M.; thence north for a distance of one mile to the 
one-quarter corner common to Sections 19, and 20 in Township :28 North, Range 
49 E. M. M.. thence east one-half mile to the center of Section 20 in Township 
28 North, Range 49 E. M. M., thence north one-half mile to the one-quarter corner 
common to Sections 17 and 20 in Township 28 North, Range 49, E. M. M., thence 
east one-half mile to the section corner common to Sections 17, 16, 20, 21 in 
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Township 28 North, Range 49 FE. M. M.. thence north for one-half mile to the 
one-quarter corner common to Section 17 and 16 in Township 28 North, Range 
49 B. M. M., thence east three and one-half miles to center of Section 13, Township 
28 North, Range 49 E. M. M., thence south for one-half mile to the one-quarter 
corner common to Sections 13 and 24, Township 28 North, Range 49 E. M. M.., 
thence east one-half mile to the range line between Range 49 E. M. M. and Range 
50 BE. M. M. and the section corner common to Sections 13, 18, 24, 19, thence north 
along the range line between Range 49 E. M. M. and Range 50 E. M. M. for one 
mile to Section corner common to Sections 7, 12, 13, 18, thence east one mile along 
the north section line of Section 18 to the section corner common to Sections 7-8, 
18-17 in Township 28 North, Range 50 E. M, M., thence south one-half mile to the 
one-quarter corner common to Sections 18-17 in Township 28 North, Range 50 
BE. M. M., thence east one-half mile to the center of Section 17 in Township 28 
North, Range 50 E. M. M., thence south one-half mile to the one-quarter corner 
common to Sections 17 and 20, Township 28 North, Range 50 E. M. M., thence 
east approximately one mile along the north section line of Sections 20 and 21 
to where it intersects the main channel of Box El¢cer Creek, thence south down 
the middle of the main channel of Box Elder Creek to where it intersects on the 
township line between Township 28 North and 27 North and near the one-quarter 
corner of Section 34, Township 28 North, Range 50 FE. M. M., and Section 8, 
Township 27 North, Range 50 EF. M. M., thence west to the Section corner common 
to Sections 31 and 32 Township 28 North, Range 50 E. M. M. and Sections 5 and 
6. Township 27 North, Range 50 E. M. M.: thence north one-half mile to the 
quarter corner common to Sections 31 and 32. Township 28 north, Range 50 
E. M. M.; thence west one mile to the quarter corner common to Section 31, 
Township 28 North, Range 50 E. M. M. and Section 36, Township 28 North, Range 
49 E. M. M.; thence south approximately one-half mile along the range line 
common to ranges 49 BE. M. M. and 50 E. M. M. to a point where it intersects with 
the township line common to Townships 28 North and 27 North which is located 
near the center of the old channel of the Missouri River (commonly referred to 
as Chelsea Slough), thence south for approximately two and one-half miles 
down the center of the old channel of the Missouri River to the point where 
it intersects with the center of the main channel of the Missouri River, thence 
west up the main channel of the Missouri River to a point where it intersects 
with Wolf Creek, thence north up the center of Wolf Creek to the point of 
intersection of the east west one-quarter Section line of Section 8, Township 27 
North, Range 47 FE. M. M. the point of beginning. 

That all of the above-described land is located in the County of Roosevelt, 
State of Montana. There is expressly excluded from the above-described lands 
all that portion of said lands which are now included within rights-of-way for 
railroads, highways, roads, reservoirs, irrigation canals, also all Indian lands, 
also all tracts deeded to school districts or dedicated for schoolhouse sites and 
also townsites surveyed, dedicated, and filed for record within the respective 
counties in which such townsites are located. 
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That the names of the holders of title or evidence of title to the lands in the 
proposed district, as shown by the records in the office of the county clerk and 
recorder in Roosevelt County, State of Montana, and the post office address of 
each is as follows: 


General 


Name of holder of title Post-office address 


T. 27 N., R. 47 E., SWYNEM, See. 17_- Smith, Edna | Wolf Point, Mont. 
Smit | 
T.27N., R. 47 E., NEMSEN, Sec. 17..-...-..---------- Ursuline invest of | Great Falls, Mont. 
Holy Family, 
ne 
. SWYNW SW, Sec. 16.___| Rose &. Shipstead__...| Seobev, Mont. 
T.27N., R.47E 4SEYWNEY, Sec. | Cornelius Bartel _| Wolf Point, Mont. 
13. 
T. 27 R. 47 F., E4SEYNW Sec. Kate B. Listug....___.| Do. 
See. Lot 3, Sec. 23, T. 
N., R. 48 E., SEUSE 
T. 27 N., R. 47 E., | Dean N., Olson, Lanr- | Do. 
Sec. 13. aine B. Olson. 
T. 277 N., R: 48 B., Sec. an N. Olson... _| 
T.27 47 E., Bec. 14...............| Bertha Watters. ...... Wolf Point, Mont. 
T.27 47 B., NEMNEM, Sec. 22. Theo. Stennes____- Do. 


General description 


Name of holder of title 


Post-office address 
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Ole Hilde 

Halvor 

Shirley Seheibe 
Stanislow- 


h Camrud 
Holen 


Willard Ruggles 


Lizica Solomon ( 
erty in care of Matt 
Budak, Poplar, 


has contract for deed 
from Hugo Bernard 
Johnson and. Ethel 
L. L. Johnson, 
Florence C. Motis and 


Glen Munz and Lural 
unz. 

George H. 

Florence Long Spin- 


Albert F. Smith..-..- 


Larry Persson and 
Joyce M. Persson. 
Frank Harada, and 
Norma Harada; 
and W. FE. Burnison 
and Florence E. 


Burnison. 
Laurentia Budak 


John R, Andresen... 
Silvia Bogdan 
Bartel 


James Maxwell Reid_. 
Nellie Frerich 


Dolezilek 
Davis..... 


Do. 
1918 West 


Mullan, Idaho 


3722 Grand Avo., Oak- 
land 10, Calif. 
Point, Mont. 


0, 


Do. 
Poplar, Mont. 
Soselei, 


Poplar, 
Wolf ttont. 


721 North Avers Ave., 
Chicago 24, Ill. 


Point, Mont, 


0, 


Mont. 
Wolf Point, Mont. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do, 


Poplar, Mont. 


Wolf Point, Mont, 
Poplar, Mont. 
Do. 


Avalon, 
Phoenix, Ariz. 


Poplar, Mont. Caritise, 
est 
Spokane, Wash. 
Poplar, Mont. 
Addis Ababa, Ethi- 
opia, care of Ameri fant 
ean Em 


That the lands of the proposed district will be irrigated by’ water diverting 
from the Missouri River at a point in the Southeast Quarter of the Southeast 
Quarter (SE%SE%4) of Section One (1), Township Twenty-six (26) North, 
Range Forty-three (43) E. M. M., such water to be carried by means of canals, 
laterals, ditches, and siphons to irrigated lands proposed to be included in 
such district ; that the irrigation works of said district will be designed, located, 
and constructed by the United States Bureau of Reclamation and all’ property, 


— 
N., R. 47 E., E48 
N., R. 47 E., W448 udebustveert>es | Coour d’Alene, Idaho. 
N., R. E.. NWYMNEM, Sec. 
48 E., See. 10, SWYSE 
4, See. 11, Sec. 15. 
. 48 E., SWMSEXM, Sec. 12, | 
Sec. 6, 5, NEM 
mi: Sec. 17, SEMSEM, Sec. 8; T. 28 N., R. 49 E., 
Sec. 20, W 4, See, 33, NM, See, 34. 
T.27N.,R 48 E., Sec.11;T.27N., R.49E., | A. K. 
SIGNEY, Sec. 3, NWENWY See. 2. 
T.27N., R. 49 E., Lots 1 & 2, Sec. 11, W1GNW 4, See. 12, | 
WIgSWX, Sec. 1, 
Bucuresti 2, Ru- 
Mont.). mania. 
T.27N., R.49E., Sec. 10. ...............| Lloyd 
T. 27 N., R. 47 E., Lot 8, See. 13, W See. 23....... Ames Blanch 
Snrader. 
T. 27 R. 47 E., NWNEM, See. Wayne Do, 
T. 27 N., R. 47 E., Lot 5, See, 23.............-+.--.-...-.} Paul Kuehne_......... Do, 
T. 27 N., R. 47 E., Lot 6, Sec, 23..._.-....--...---..---..| Walter E. Johnson Do. 
Robert J. Motis. 
27 N., 4NEM, See. 14.__...........| Phoebe Johnston 
27 N, 1 lag 
27N 
27 N 
dler. 
27 J. 
27 
west 
V14, Sec. 16 SEM, Sec. Osear A. Monson. Do. 
Sec, Naney M. Hagadone.. Do. 
of Bee, 20... Gerald 
4, Sec, Roy 
NEM, Sec. 30... 
4, Sec. 29 NEM, Sec. 19. 
v 
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equipment, powerplants, and facilities necessary for the construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the proposed irrigation works of the district will be acquired 
by the proposed district or the United States. The water rights for said lands 
are to be acquired by the United States by Notice of Appropriations of all water 
necessary therefor, said Notice of Appropriation to be effected in full compliance 
with the requirements of the Statutes of Montana and be filed in the office of the 
County Clerk and Recorder of Roosevelt County. 


vI 


That there is attached hereto, marked “Exhibit A,” and by this reference incor- 
porated herein and made a part hereof the same as if set forth in the body of 
this petition, a map or plat of the proposed Wolf Point-Poplar Irrigation District. 


vit 


That accompanying this petition is a due and proper undertaking to be approved 
by the district court or judge thereof, conditioned to pay all costs in and about 
the proceedings preliminary to the organization of the proposed district in the 
event said organization shall not be effected. 


That all of the petitioners whose lands herein described, or any part thereof, 
are covered by mortgages or other lien, have first procured the written consent 
of the holders of such mortgage or other lien before proposing the establishment 
of said irrigation district and joining in this petition. 

Wherefore these petitioners pray that the lands embraced within the bound- 
aries of such proposed district and described generally herein, be organized as 
an irrigation district under the laws of the State of Montana; and that upon the 
filing of this petition, the court or judge shall make an order fixing a time and 
place for the hearing on said petition, and directing that notice thereof be given 
according to law. 

B. McCracken, 
Attorney for the Petitioners. 


Bartel W. Andresen, Poplar, Mont., star route; Nellie Frerich, Poplar 
Mont.; Mattie H. Richardson, Santa Barbara, Calif.; Albert F. 
Smith, Wolf Point, Mont.; J. C. Moses, Wolf Point, Mont.; Larry 
Persson, Wolf Point, Mont. ; Joyce M. Persson, Wolf Point, Mont. ; 
James M. Reid, Poplar, Mont.; Harry Johnston,’ Wolf Point, 
Mont.; Phoebe Johnston, Wolf Point, Mont.; Wm. Hormek,’ Wolf 
Point, Mont.; H. V. Johnson,’ Wolf Point, Mont.; H. V, and Inga 
Johnson,’ Wolf Point, Mont.; Bertha Watters, Wolf Point, Mont.; 
Dean N. and Lauraine B. Olson, Wolf Point, Mont. ; Dean N, Olson, 
Wolf Point, Mont.; Frank N. Tripplett and Dorothy I. Triplett,* 
Wolf Point, Mont. ; Edward Mahlum,* Wolf Point, Mont. ; Ursuline 
Convent of the Holy Family, Inc., 2300 Central, Great Falls, 
Mont.; Amos and Blanch Shrader, Wolf Point, Mont.; Paul 
Kuehne, Wolf Point, Mont.; Wayne A. Shrader, Wolf Point, 
Mont.; Kate B. Listug, Wolf Point, Mont.; George Stensland, 
Wolf Point, Mont.; John R. Andresen, Wolf Point, Mont.; Theo. 
Stennes, Wolf Point, Mont.; Cornelius Bartel, Wolf Point, Mont.; 
Glen and Lural Munz, Wolf Point, Mont.; W. E. and Florence 
Burnison, Wolf Point, Mont.; Frank and Norma E. Harada, Wolf 
Point, Mont.; Joseph I. Camrud, Wolf Point, Mont.; Walter B. 
Johnson,’ Wolf Point, Mont.; Florence C. Motis, 721 North Avers 
Avenue, Chicago 24, Ill. ; Robert J. Motis ,721 North Avers Avenue, 
Chicago 24, Ill.; Ole Hilde, Mullan, Idaho; Halvor Hilde, Coeur 
d’Alene, Idaho; Keith Davis, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, care of 
American Embassy. 


1These owners have land susceptible to irrigation in the above proposed district and 
requested that their names be added to the petition. 
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Mr. Orson. I am also authorized and asked to present for the city 
of Wolf Point copy of a resolution passed by the city council of Wolf 
Point stating they want to be included so as to have an ample, per- 
manent, and pure water supply. I submit that resolution for the 
record. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 


ResoLution No. 274—Tue Ciry or Pornt, Mont. 


Whereas, the Bureau of Reclamation, United States Department of the In- 
terior, under the authority of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (sec. 9, 58 Stat. 887, 
891) is charged with the conservation, control, and use of the water resources 
of the Missouri River Basin ; and 

Whereas the above responsibilities include multiple-purpose water uses, and 
includes the Missouri diversion unit in northeastern Montana ; and 

Whereas the City of Wolf Point, Mont., recognizes the numerous benefits to 
the people of Montana and of the United States to result from the construction 
of the Missouri diversion unit and the system of canals and other works making 
a water supply available to large areas of land in Roosevelt and adjoining 
counties in northeastern Montana ; and 

Whereas the main diversion canal conveying Missouri River water to lands 
located east of Wolf Point will be located in the near vicinity of the city of 
Wolf Point; and 

Whereas the city of Wolf Point, Mont., experienced great difficulty and has 
borne a continuing expense in providing a municipal water supply ; and 

Whereas the wells drilled at high cost have deteriorated in production ability 
during a period of use; and 

Whereas the water supply has often been critically low in quantity as well 
as inferior in quality ; and 

Whereas preliminary investigations of proposals to pump and process a water 
supply directly from Missouri River have indicated prohibitively high cost; and 

Whereas a municipal water supply delivered through the facilities of the 
Missouri diversion unit will assure the city of a supply adequate in quantity and 
of improved quality to meet the needs of expanding population and industrial 
development: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the city council of Wolf Point, That the Bureau of Reclamation 
representing the United States be requested and petitioned to make water avail- 
able from the Missouri Diversion Canal for municipal use by the city of Wolf 
Point ; and be it further ‘ 

Resolwed, That consistent with the city’s needs subsequent to a water supply 
being made available as a result of the construction of the Missouri Canal, the 
city will negotiate a proper and reasonable contract for such supply with the 
Bureau of Reclamation, representing the United States ; and be it further 

Resolved, That this council endorses and hereby urges the early construction 
and early completion of the Missouri diversion unit. 


Attest: 

[seat] J.C. Wirt, Clerk, 

C. Funx, Mayor. 

Mr. Jensen. What percentage of the approximately 32,000 acres 
is owned by Indians? 

Mr. Otson, It would probably be about 40 percent white and 60 
percent Indians. But that is being changed every 2 or 3 months, 
that percentage is changed, due to the fact that they have Indian 
land sales, which come up about every 4 months. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you rent any land from Indians? 

Mr. Orson. No; I do not. I did at one time but not any more. 

Mr. Jensen. How much Indian land is leased out and being farmed 
as irrigation land? 

Mr. Smiru. How many acres? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Smirn. I would say that of the total living there now—there 
are quite a few Indian people who are farming people, who are in 
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town, but if you pulled out the Indians and put them on the farm, 
there would 

Mr. Jensen. I mean, what percentage of the 32,000 acres of land 
that could be irrigated by this project would be farmed by Indians 
themselves who own the land? 

Mr. Smrru. I do not think we have that broken down. 

Mr. Freiicn. We have not broken it down in that way. We have 
broken the amount down for each of the projects, but we do not have 
a breakdown of the number of Indians who are living on the project, 
or how many are living on their farms, or how many own their farms. 
We can get that for you if you wish, within a few days. 

Mr. JeNsEN. I wish you would. 

Mr. Fenton. I think you have pointed out very definitely that, so 
far as the poniert is concerned, there seems to be so much confusion 
out there that we would like to give them time to get together and 
see what could be done. I remember a group was in here yesterday 
stating that they were absolutely opposed to it. Certainly, when we, 
sitting on this side of the people, do not know just what the real facts 
are—and one Congressman said yesterday that some wanted it and 
some do not—we would like to have those questions resolved so we can 
act intelligently on it. 

Mr. Jensen. One of the gentlemen over here testified that the 
Indians do not like to work irrigated lands; they want the old 
farming method, and that the irrigation does not appeal to them. 

Mr. Smiru. I know. 

Mr. Jensen. What would you say about that? 

Mr. Smiru. There are Indian people who are like many white 
people, who are not in a progressive group, but because they do not 
want to progress. I do not see why we should sit back and let them 
retard us, if we want to live in a more progressive manner. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to also point out that there is also 
included land up here which could be used, another area of some 
8,000 acres. 

Mr. Boner. Will the chairman yield for a question ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Bupee. While you are discussing these acres that you are 
talking about, almost 33,000 acres, how do you reconcile that with the 
fact that the Bureau of Reclamation told us last week that they could 
only contemplate irrigation of some 7,200 acres ? 

Mr. Frericu. Mr. Chairman, I do not think we can answer for 
what the Bureau of Reclamation might have told you. I have a 
letter here addressed to the chairman, that will explain in part the 
reason for asking for the dam. 

Mr. Jensen. That is something Mr. Rising was going to present, 
and no doubt Mr. Rising will want to testify ’ 

Mr. Ristne. I do want to present that for the record. 

Mr. Jensen. You want that put in the record ? 

Mr. Ristnc. Yes. I agree with what the budget has stated, that 
7,200 acres is what the budget mentioned, but there are 2 items, 2 
units, 1 on the south side. They have authorized, Secretary Aandahl 
has, and they have reference only to the acreage on the south side, 
but they. did not mention anything about the acreage on the north 
side. 
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Mr. Buvpcr. Mr. Rising, you may recall that the Commissioner of 
the Bureau of Reclamation told us there is—it is only the plan of the 
Bureau now for this project to comprise a total of some 7,200 acres. 

Mr. Ristna. I think I can cover that, 

Mr. Buper. Can you explain that to us? 

Mr. Ristnea. The point is that they authorized the Commissioner of 
Reclamation to proceed at the present time, under the authorized 
program, for the canals and irrigation of land on the south side. 

r. Buver. We were told that there were some 7,200 acres, and here 
you are talking about 33,000 acres. 

Mr. Ristna. We are not thinking about that at the present time, but 
the question has been raised concerning the small amount of land not 
justifying the dam, and these people came here to ask the Congress 
to appropriate funds to carry on on the north side; they have formed 
an irrigation district at the present time, and they have been here this 
afternoon in favor of that, and the Governor of the State has sent in 
his support of it. 

Mr. Buper. How many acres are now in a position to contract with 
the Government for repayment? 

Mr. Ristne. Only one district has been formed, and that is the one 
that Mr. Aandahl mentioned in his news release. There is another 
district now, the Wolf Point-Poplar, 5,000 acres, for which the signa- 
tures for forming the district have been secured. Up to last night 
75 percent of the landowners, representing 61 percent of the land, 
signed a petition for the district. That petition has just been sub- 
mitted by Mr. Olson. 

Mr. Bupar. That still does not answer the question. 

Mr. Norrety. There is no budget estimate at this time for the project 
that you have been talking about, is there? 

Mr, Ristne. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. The thing that runs this whole project up into a lot 
of money is the building of your powerplant in this diversion dam. 
I think that that powerplant will cost possibly $1,000 per kilowatt 
to build. That is about four times more than the average. Of course, 
everybody would like to have a powerplant in their dam, but I think 
this . : case, as I see it now, where a powerplant in a dam cannot be 
justified. 

a What you want is water. You can get the power from the Missouri 
Valley project, or you can build a steam plant much cheaper than a 
hydroplant that would generate the same amount of power, and there 
would be no comparison in the cost. You do not have to do it because 
there is going to be sufficient power in that area to satisfy all your 
needs, and more too, and in a very short time from the Garrison Dam 
that will soon be producing power, and other dams not too far from this 

roject. 

, I think the big stumbling block in your proposal right now is the 
inclusion of power in the dam. I do not think it can be justified 
by any stretch of the imagination because of the fact that it will cost 
in the neighborhood of $1,000 per kilowatt of power produced. That 
is way out of reason. 

Mr. Orson. Two years ago I signed the petition which Mr. Ruggles 
was carrying at that time, stating I was in favor of irrigation. I still 
am in favor and need and want it. 
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I have read and heard some of the opposition’s statements (which is 
a minority group that is within the proposed unit). I believe that the 
true facts, figures, and history should prove to anybody of reasonable 
ability that we need irrigation. 

Many years ago my stepfather, who was a bank president and sur- 
vived the depression of the thirties, told me to establish myself and 
family on river bottom land because I would have a much better chance 
of survival in the cattle business on such ground, 


I would save much time in hauling feed, and I would in later years have 
irrigation to help guarantee my security and livelihood. 


It has now come to pass. We want and need irrigation now. 

If we should run into a recession period; and I hope to the powers 
that be that we do not, here is a project in the making which would 
take up a lot of the slack in the unemployment situation, and as the bid 
that has been received on building the diversion dam is about $1 million 
under the estimated cost, let us take advantage of this saving in 
construction costs now, and save the taxpayers some money, and help 
us to develop our potential area. 

Mr. Frericu. I have a statement of Alex Sansaver that I would 
like to read. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT oF ALEX SANSAVER, AN INDIAN FARMER AND STOCKMAN East or WOLF 
Potnt AREA KNOWN AS POVERTY FLAT IN THE PROPOSED WOLF PoINT-PoPLaR 
IrgiGATION District OF THE MissouRI DIveRSION UNIT 


I am an appointed member of the Fork Peck Indian planning board and have 
talked with my people favoring irrigation most of my 74 years. My people 
were promised irrigation by our Government by the Allotment Act of 1908. We 
want irrigation. We know how necessary it is to the self-supporting Indians 
who have livestock. Contrary to alleged claims by the opposition as to the views 
of the Indians, I present excerpts of the minutes of a meeting held at Poplar, 
Mont., October 19, 1953, when our new Commissioner of Indian Affairs, Mr. Glenn 
Emmons, met with us. Four Indians got up and spoke to the Commissioner 
for irrigation. None spoke against it. 


Mr. Norrety. The statements of all the men that you are reading 
are in the room here now ? 


Mr. Frericn, Yes. 


Excerpts TAKEN From MINUTES or MEETING AT Poplar, MONT., OcToneR 19, 1953, 
or Fort Peck INDIANS WITH THE NEw COMMISSIONER OF INDIAN Arrarrs, Mr, 
GLENN EMMoNsS 


Chief Joshua Wetsit: ‘Relative irrigation—I think we should not try to stop 
any kind of progress that is good for the country. I think irrigation is good for 
the Indian people and will be good for the white people. We, the Assiniboines 
as a whole are not opposing this project.” 

Eva Mae Smith: “More irrigation is needed. Most of us are stock people and 
the matter of feed is a problem each year.” 

Bernard Standing: “I have neighbors who have had 14 years of experience in 
irrigation and have good homes.” 

George Washington: “I am with the Assiniboines on this irrigation. It’s a 
good thing.” 

James Archdale, vice chairman of Fort Peck Tribal Council, recently said at a 
meeting relative to irrigation: “I want to say again that for some years—we 
have some very favorable years here in northeast Montana. You have all done 
well. The banks are filled with your moneys and all are happy. We just had 
4 or 5 days of rainfall and prospects are again looking good, but we cannot 
guarantee we will have more rain. No one can tell us if we again will have rain 
now or next month, or we will have a good season. There is someone up there 
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in the heavens controls that. Who knows that we may have droughty, rainless 
days again. Who knows when those bad conditions like in the middle thirties 
will be back again: farms were foreclosed and many banks of the country went 
under, closed their doors. I hate to think of those days. But, Mr. Chairman, if 
we have foresight now we can prepare now to meet it head on and be happy 
over 

I would like, also, to present a letter by our former Commissioner, Mr. Myers, 
who went on record for the project. 

“Gentlemen, I was talking to my neighbor, Abe Johnson, an Indian who lives 
about 4 miles east of me on the Missouri River, regarding the Missouri diversion 
unit. When I asked him what they offered him to sign their petition, he told me, 
‘If I throwed in with the proponents I would likely lose my liquor rights.’ 

“Gentlemen, we need your help desperately—to get an appropriation and get 
this project underway—we are human. We want development and greater 
incomes. I am asking that the diversion dam unit be started and completed. 
Based on our Constitution of United States where it says ‘By the People and for 
the People.’ ” 

Statement of Joe Frerich: “Farmers and businessmen alike have a lot of 
good common sense—they know we live in a dryland area and that crop failures, 
due to drought, are inevitable at times, and that a supply of irrigation water is 
their insurance against crop failures as much as hail insurance is against loss 
by hail. We did have fair crops in 1951 and 1952 during seasons with low 
precipitation, but let me point out to you that during those years the temperature 
seldom rose above 100 degrees; that we had no strong hot winds during the 
growing seasons, and that we did have a good reserve of subsoil moisture as 
a result of having little or no quick runoff from the previous winter’s snow. 

“Let us suppose that during these 2 seasons these same farmers had been able 
to irrigate their crops, instead of getting 5 to 20 bushels of wheat to the acre 
which was average for those 2 years, they could easily have gotten an average 
of 40 bushels. Common sense tells me that the increase in yield at the then 
prevailing prices in those 2 years would have made a substantial payment on 
the construction cost of the diversion unit. 

“Tt should no longer be necessary to discuss the merits of the Missouri diver- 
sion unit. This was decided at previous hearings of both the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations a year ago. Mr. Melvin Engles of Poplar, Mont., 
appeared at these hearings and attempted to prove that the farmers and land- 
owners within the Missouri diversion unit were opposed to its construction and, 
also, that only a few businessmen, for selfish purposes, favored it. He mentioned 
several of the proponents by name, including myself. Now, I believe I should 
be permitted to tell you whe some of the principal opponents are. 

“T will begin with Mr. Sam Wallander of Froid, Mont., who is a former State 
senator from Roosevelt County. He originally signed the petition for irrigation 
and should have known what it was all about, and certainly cannot claim that 
it is less valuable now than then. He is an officer of the Schnitzler-owned 
First State Bank of Froid and has some interest in the Culbertson State Bank at 
Culbertson, Mont.; also is manager of the Schnitzler Corp., which has large land 
holdings in the North Brockton area. I believe the record will show that most 
of this land was acquired during the twenties and the poor crop years of the 
thirties. Some it is now rented to neighboring farmers or landowners, and some 
of it is operated with their, own equipment and hired hands. Many of our 
opponents are customers of their banks, including Mr. Engles. 

“Mr. Engles makes much of the antiirrigation meeting held at Brockton, 
Mont., on May 4, 1953, just before the Senate hearing, which was attended by 
Mr. Vernon, regional director of the Bureau of Reclamation at Billings, Mont., 
and Bruce Johnson, also of the Bureau at Bismarck, N, Dak., at which time Mr. 
Vernon said that if the opposition had over 60 percent of the farmers, they would 
pack up and forget about the project. I was also called on to state whether 
I would still plan on attending the hearings of the Senate on the coming May 18, 
in face of the apparent opposition, and that the only reason they would appear 
before that committee was because I refused to cancel my appearance and accused 
me of trying to ram this project down the people’s throats. 

“T want to say that I attended the Brockton meeting. They had a large gather- 
ing or crowd. Those in attendance were not all there because they were opposed 
to irrigation—many were proponents, and others told me that they came ‘Just 
to see the show.’ The meeting did not prove a thing to me, neither did their 
petition, because I personally talked to many of the people they had on their 
petition and I know they would like to have their lands irrigated at a reasonable 
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cost: Mr. Engles says our stockmen are a peculiar lot and that they have their 
own irrigation systems. He mentions the Lien family and called them mer- 
chants. Besides wheat farming, the Liens own 300 head of cattle. 

“The Reeds have livestock, as do Niel Taylor, Lloyd Michels, Glenn Swank, 
the Colgan family, Bridges and Combs, and all of these men have expressed them- 
selves as favoring this project, either by letter to their Congressman or to me, 
personally. 

“Mr, Sam Wallander, one of the principal opponents, in the presence of myself 
and other proponents, stated the Schnitzler Corp. should have at least 160 acres 
of irrigated land on which to raise their winter feed supply for the corporation's 
cattle. 

“IT am not surprised to see many of the original proponents of this project on 
the opposition’s petition. These farmers are badly confused and frightened by 
the conflicting estimates and figures on costs, which leave them they think only 
two. choices to make—irrigate and go broke under excessively high operating 
costs, or stay with dry land farming, and, perhaps, get rich trying to survive 
the inevitable droughts. 

“Mr, Chairman, in conclusion, we wish to urge that your committee recommend 
the appropriation of $2 million to continue construction of the Missouri diversion 
unit during the fiscal year 1955—this amount includes funds remaining frozen 
out of the appropriation for fiscal year 1954.” 


Mr. Bungee. Mr. Sansaver, are you actually farming now? 

Mr. Sansaver. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. Your land would be in this district that is proposed 
to be farmed ? 

Mr. Sansaver. Yes. 

Mr, Buper. Do you have any explanation to give to the committee 
as to why some of the other Indians in the area do not want their land 
irrigated ? 

Mr. Sansaver. No; I cannot tell you that. I can tell you one thing, 
there are not more Indians farming there because there is no money 
available. There is no place for a young Indian to set up. There 
is a machinery and the fencing and the materials and his wages will 
not do it. 

as Where will they get that financing if the land is irri- 
gat 

Mr. Sansaver. The irrigation brings more rent out of the land. 
That is why most of them are in favor of it. 

Mr. Buper. The ones that want to have the irrigation want to lease 
their lands to white people to farm; is that it? 

Mr. Sansaver. Yes. 

Mr. Frericu. In referring to the Indian people up there, when 
we get back I think they are figuring on a general council meeting, 
= it is going to be taken by referendum to these people and settled 
that way. 

Mr. Buper. We should have some kind of unanimity about it be- 
cause it is pretty difficult, as the chairman has said, and as Congress- 
man Fenton has said, for us to sit here and attempt to resolve your 
local likes and dislikes. 

Mr. Frericn. I could not tell you what the reason is because we 
were not asked to get any. 

Mr. Buver. Who did not ask you to get any ? 

Mr, Frericu. We just get deeded property according to our State 
aw. 

Mr. Boner. Who did not ask you to get the Indians? 

Mr. Frericu. The committee, the organization. 

Mr. Boner. Who is that? 
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Mr. Frericu. The Northeast Montana Water Development Asso- 
ciation. 

Mr. Buver. Who were the officers of that association ? 

Mr. Frericu. Mr, Otto Christianson, who has sponte’ before 
this committee on numerous occasions, is president of the association. 

Mr. Buper. What his his business? 

Mr. Frericn. He is an insurance man, I think. He is also presi- 
dent or has been president of the local irrigation association in and 
around Glasgow and on west. He is active and helps in all these proj- 
ects. He gives a lot of his time and does not make a dime out of it. 

The vice president of that association is Mr, Hanel. He is at Wolf 
Point. 

The secretary, who is devoting most of his time, is an attorney, Wil- 
liam Cracken, who lives at Wolf Point. 

Mr. Bupcr. Why do the business people ask the farmers to go 
around and circulate the petition? y do not the officers of the as- 
sociation do it? ; 

Mr. Frericu, I might answer that this way: We have been criti- 
cised by the opposition members, that we are trying to force this on 
the farmer. ‘After all, they may think we have some personal selfish 
motive for doing it, so if it is a farmer’s project we feel that the 
should circulate the petitions, and that is what we have done in this 
case. 

The promotion is being done by the farmers, but the association was 
set up years ago. The Northeast Montana Water Development As- 
sociation was previously called the Northeast Montana Reclamation 
Association, cooperating with the Missouri-Souris Association of 
Minot, N. Dak., with headquarters there. 

Previous to that we had the Fort Peck Development Association. 
That was started in 1944. This is not something new. It has been 
headed by various people, different groups, and civic-minded groups. 

T have a letter here from Mr. Peter Moe, who is supposed to be a 
capitalist. I would like to submit this for the rade Mr. Moe is 
a businessman, it is true, yet he is a farmer, and he is as much a farmer 
as a lot of our opponents. , 

Mr. Buper. D you have any farmland in this area yourself? 

Mr. Frericu. Yes, I have. 

Mr. Buper. How many acres do you have? 

Mr. Frericu. My opponent says that I have 360, but I was checking 
on the map the other day. My brother has signed up in this new dis- 
trict with 320 acres. I think that I have about 1,200 acres of my 
own, with another brother who is in partnership with me. 

Mr. Bupar. Will the part that you have be in this 7,200 acres? 

_ Mr. Frericu, No. brother has 320 acres in the new district. 

Mr. Buper. You have no land now encomp 

Mr. Frericu, I do not have any in this new district. proposed 


ay. 
I would like to comment, on what. is left of the total project:; This 
Project originally was justified on the basis of 100,000 acres, » 
r. Buver. Before you do that, let us go into the history a little 
more. Originally, this project by name encompassed 1,200,000 acres? 
Mr. Frericu. That is right. ; 
Mr. Bupeg. A substantial portion of which was outside your State? 
Mr. Frericn. Yes. 
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Mr. Boner. Last year the committee was informed there were 100,- 
000 acres in the project. Now the Bureau tells us that there are 7,200 
acres in the project. In the course of all the studies that the Bureau 
has made, this committee has been informed that the Bureau has ex- 
pended over $2 million in investigations of this project. 

Would this project have to repay the $2 million? 

Mr. Frericu. Which project do you have reference to now? 

Mr. Bune. Whatever acreage you end up with. I do not know 
what it is going to be. 

Mr. Frericu. In my statement we said that we wanted to get 100,- 
000 acres under the ditch eventually. 

Mr. Bunge. Do you know whether or not you have to repay the $2 
million or not? 

Mr. Frericu. I do not know that. 

I want to point out that my land is right in this area here [pointing]. 
Peter Moe’s land lies right up here [indicating]. He i about 
3,500 acres, most of which will be irrigated, and he has always con- 
sistently worked for irrigation. He started out promoting irrigation 
along about 1930. He has been an active supporter. He is a director 
of the Northeast Montana Development Association, as are quite a 
number of the other people. 

Lloyd Michaels lives up in this area somewhere [indicating]. He 
is a stockman. We spread the directorate around over the whole 
northeastern part of the State, as far as the project would reach. 
Those directors are all active. 

We also have Art Ryder. We have Buck Ryder, who is the son 
of Art Ryder. Buck was a director of this association and was at 
one of our last meetings. His father has signed up on the opposition. 

I cannot reconcile some of these things that are happening. 

I do want to say—here is your opposition [indicating]. They claim 
they have signatures for this many. We are not contesting them, so 
I sometimes wonder. I have talked to dozens of these farmers. I 
know one man who is sincere who has been wanting irrigation for 
years. They have him on the petition. I might name him, and he 
would not deny it. It is Louis Fredericks. You will find him on 
the list there. 

To me, I am just as much confused as you as to why they sign on 
both sides. 

Mr. Buper. Let me interrupt you a moment. You gentlemen who 
are here today in the room, how many acres do you own in the present 
Bureau project of 7,200 acres? 

Mr. Frericu. I own about 1,200. 

Mr. Buper. You do not own any in the 7,200 acres? 

Mr. Frericu. No. 

Mr. Buner. Of the 7,200 acres which is the present Bureau project, 
how many acres are owned by any of you gentlemen ? 

Mr. Frertcu. Mr. Walton is in the N—-Bar-N. 

Mr. Watton. I have 120 acres and represent my neighbors or about 
3,200 acres. 

Mr. Buper. How many do you have, Mr. Olson? 

Mr. Oxson. I do not have any in the N-Bar-N._ I have about 16¢ 
acres in the proposed Wolf Point-Poplar. 

Mr. Buper. But that is not in the proposed 7,200? 
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Mr. Frericu. That is right. 

Mr. Buper. Does anyone here have any land in the mt acres? 

Mr. Mater. I have 70 acres and represent my neighbors who have 
2,500 acres. 

Mr. Buper. That is a total of 190 acres out of the proposed Bureau 
project of 7,200. 

Mr. Frericu. It would be almost impossible to bring all those 
people down here. They have small acreages in that project. These 
boys came at the request of their neighbors, as they said in their state- 
ments. 

If you want to question them about that you may do so. It is a 
small project on the south side of the river. Those people all live 
along the Missouri River bottoms, and they all have livestock, and it 
is difficult for them to get away at this time of the year. 

Mr. Buper. I assume it is just as difficult for the other farmers 
here to get away. But the only thing that this committee has before 
it at the present time is the plan of the Bureau of Reclamation to ir- 
rigate 7,200 acres. You are talking about things that the Bureau does 
not even have presented to this committee. 

Mr. Frericu. I really do not know what recommendations the Bu- 
reau made, or what they have in their plans. 

I am trying to get back to this: In the Fort Charles area and in the 
N-Bar-N area that you are speaking of, 7,200 acres, we have 2 members 
who are representing that neighborhood, 1 from Fort Charles and the 
other from the N-Bar-N. As I said before, they are livestock men 
and they could not possibly all be here. We tried to get a member 
from each one of the areas affected by this project. The reason I am 
here is because I am in the overall project. e hope, as I said in 
the beginning of my statement, that eventually we will irrigate the 
entire 100,000 acres, 

Mr. Moe has a letter to substantiate my statement. 

We could have gotten Moe here. He is one of the outstanding 
farmers. I could have gotten other statements. I know William 
Krall. They call him a businessman, but he actually farms his own 
land. He is down in the Peter Moe area. I could go on and give you 
some more reasons why I think it is going to be completed. 

As I said before, I have talked to a lot of people personally, who 
want irrigation, and we are going to get it, and before we ever get 
around to build this part of the project we will probably have them 
all down here trying to get thie project approved within a year or 
two if we get dry years. The opposition that has developed is some- 
thing new. 

Mr. Buper. Leaving the opposition aside, this is what I am getting 
at: You are asking this committee and the Congress to appropriate 
money for quite an expensive project, but the only people that are 
in a position now to sign a contract represent a very small acreage 
compared with the cost of the project. ; 

Mr. Frericu. I am not too familiar with irrigation districts on the 
south side, but my understanding was the reason these people have 
not prepared a petition for a district—— 

Mr. Jensen. What people? 

Mr. Frericu. The people in the Fort Charles area. It is simply 
because they know this dam is not going to be completed for a number 
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of years. They do not want to go to the expense of organizing their 
district until they know that they are going to get water, and that 
is true of the Wolf Point-Poplar district. We are ready to go ahead 
with that. When that is completed we are ready to move on east to 
take in the rest of the area desiring irrigation. 

Mr. Buper. Those people are opposed to it, you told us a few 
minutes ago. 

Mr. Frericu. I did not say that they were opposed to it. I say 
that they claim to have opposition. 

Mr. Buper. There is at least substantial opposition there? 

Mr. Frericu. That is true. I will admit that they put on a big 
show. They brought a lot of people down opposing the project. 
Some of them live in Billings, some live in other places—probably 
Arizona. ‘They are not farmers in the sense that they live on the 
farms. These boys that are asking for this project in here, every one 
of them lives on the farm, as I understand it. Iam not familiar with 
that part of the area. These boys here will answer any questions. 

Mr. Bunge. I would like to ask one more question and then I will 

uit. 
, Of the land in the area, particularly upstream from the dam, which 
is not now irrigated, the dry land, what is the fair value per acre of 
that land that you are going to sell? 

Mr. Frericu. Upstream from the dam—lI do not know anything 
about the value of that upstream land. That would be up above the 
diversion dam. Is that what you are talking about? 

Mr. Buper. Yes. 

Mr. Frericu. I think that I was told—— 

Mr. Buper. I mean the dry land, the grazing land that has not been 
put into cultivation. 

Mr. Frericu. I am not familiar with how much land there is above 
the proposed dam. I think that most of that is river bottom land. I 
am talking about the land on the Missouri River bottom. Some of 
the land upstream from the dam will probably be flooded, and from 
there on upstream you run into the Fort Peck Dam itself. There is 
no farming land in this area that would be irrigated above the diver- 
sion dam. 

Mr. Buper. How much is the grazing land worth ? 

Mr. Frericu. I understand the Government bought land that is 
going to be submerged. They paid $100 an acre for that. 

Mr. Buper. What is the reasonable value of the land? That is what 
Tam getting at. 

Mr. Frericu. I own some river bottom land at Poplar. I bought 
some recently for $35 an acre. 

Mr. Buper. As a matter of fact, a lot of it sells for under $10 an 
acre, does it not? 

Mr. Frericu. No, I do not think that you can buy it for that. At 
one time you could have bought the county for $10 an acre, but today 
values have changed with good crops and people having money. 
Naturally, we have had some inflation. For the benchland, they are 
paying $50 an acre. 

fr. Buper. You are apparently familiar with the land that was 
_ purchased by the Government. How much, in your opinion, was that 
_ worth an acre? How much would you have paid for it? 
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Mr. Frericu. If it could have been watered, irrigated—— 

Mr. Bunce. Just the way it was. 

Mr. Frericu. I paid $35 for similar land last summer. 

Mr. Bunce. And the Government paid $100? 

Mr. Frericu. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Buper. How many acres did they buy there? 

Mr. Frericu. I am not well enough informed to answer your ques- 
tion, but the ranch which was purchased by the Bureau for $157,000, 
includes a set of ranch buildings, consisting of 2 houses, several barns 
and machine sheds and | ghricetey 400 acres of cropland, 400 acres of 
alfalfa land, leveled and dyked for irrigation, and the balance river 
bottom land used for winter grazing, also an artesian well for watering 
livestock. 

The owner of the above-described ranch also owned 19,000 acres of 
rough benchland grazing, which is no longer of any value without a 

Mr. Buper. You do not know how many acres they bought. 

Well, they bought a substantial number. I think that it amounted 
to some $157,000 that was paid to one owner. 

Mr. Frericu. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. That is one of the reasons why this committee has 
had a lot of headaches during the past many years, because some of 
these things the Bureau of Reclamation has done such as buying that 
land and paying three times more for it than it was actually worth. 
There are a lot of other a that just do not square with good 
business practice. Some people get the idea when they are dealing 
with Uncle Sam and the taxpayers’ money that it does not make much 
difference. 

Mr. Frericn. May I add something to your statement? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Frericu. I recall when the land was bought up upstream 
from Fort Peck Dam when it was condemned. I was one of the im- 
partial appraisers at that time for the landowners who had contested 
or refused to accept the Government’s appraised price. Now, that 
was during the years when we had a drought in our part of the coun- 
try when other land up in this area, you could buy all you wanted 
for $2 or $2.50 an acre, or less. It is not only the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion that is being gouged; that was the Corps of Army Engineers. 
They paid those people $50 an acre for land 30 or 40 miles from to 
and some of those — still contested it and went into court an 
spent a good deal of money trying to get more. I do not know what 
you can do about anything like that. 

Mr. Jensen. I know that someone ought to be prosecuted for that 
kind of business. 

Mr. Bunge. This is particularly interesting because of the legisla- 
tive status of the building of this dam, and before that was settled 
they bought the land that was to be inundated. 

Mr, Jensen. It is not a pretty picture. 

Mr. Norrett. I do not have much of a contribution, but when I 
was a boy I heard the story that those above the dam ordinarily were 
for the dam and those below were against it, and those in other places 
did not give a darn. Now, there are some above the dam that are 
for it or against it, and some below that are for it or against it. The 
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others do not care. I do not believe that they ought to have to come 
to Washington to thresh these things out. You ought to get your 
project just about unanimous, come through the Department here, 
and come over here to get your money. We ought not to have to sit 
in on a thing like this. We are for all of you. I do not like to have 
to sit in judgment against two friends. You would have a better 
story before us if you could get your project nearly settled on a 
unanimous basis before you come to Washington. We are not for or 
against it. But we would like to have it settled before you come in 


re. 

Mr. Frericu, May I say something in that connection? I can 
appreciate the confusion this committee is in. I do not like it any 
better than you. After spending 10 or 15 years or more trying to 
develop a project and promoting to get appropriations, aad so forth, 
and making trips to Washin n and to neighboring towns organ- 
izing it, and after you have done that and you are just about ready 
to go and somebody comes along and says that they do not want it, 
what can you do in that case? 

Mr. Norreut, I can certainly understand the way you feel and I 
sympathize with you. You are a mighty good man. You have 
worked with this project day in and day out for years. It is unfor- 
tunate it has gotten into the “se it is today. 

Mr. Jensen. I wonder if enough effort has been put in on getting 
districts organized in your whole area. I am about of the opinion 
that enough effort has not been exercised in having meetings and 
explaining these things to the people in all the different areas and 
doing it in an attempt to get districts organized. 

I remember a few years ago that there was a project in California, 
the Cochuma project, that would irrigate about 2,400 acres of land. 
The project would cost about $35 million. The city of Santa Barbara 
was to pay about 35 percent of the total cost. The Bureau of Recla- 
mation insisted we go ahead and appropriate the money without 
ascertaining whether or not those farmers wanted a lien on every acre 
of land to the tune of almost $1,000 per acre. We kept telling them 
that the committee would not appropriate that cy 4 until we had 
an expression from the people, a vote of the people, that had to pay 
the bill. It took us 2 years to get them to understand that the com- 
mittee was not going to appropriate that money until a majority of 
the people had voted for the project, and to shoulder that great load. 
Finally a good majority of the people voted for the project and 
shouldered the load financially and the committee then appropriated 
the money and the project is now underway. We hope within a year 
or so the project will be completed. This is only one. It was about 
in the same category as this project. It puts this committee in a most 
uncomfortable position to attempt to be the arbiter and the judge 
and the jury. 

Mr. Buner. As a matter of fact, we are actually performing the 
functions of the legislative committee when we listen to the propo- 
nents and the opponents and decide on the merits. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, we are. 

Mr. Frertcu. The reason we just recently organized this district 
is because we thought we had better take a part of it to start with 
and then go along. The opposition said that we would not be able 
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to organize this district. Mr. Olson and his committee secured the 
signatures. 

f you will notice, the land of opposition that we are talking about, 
a deal of it, is outside the area and district. Furthermore, some 
of the same people up in here [indicating], they were asked to write 
letters to the Congress a year ago. Those people wrote personal 
letters. Now they appear on the other side. 

I said in winding up my statement that these people that are on 
both sides of the fence which has confused you people here, they had 
two choices: One was to sign up for irrigation and go broke because 
of high costs. The other one was that they could continue to dry- 
farm and try to survive the drought. That was the only choice these 
people had. Naturally, some of them thought it was the sane thing 
to do, to get on the other side. I do not know how long it is going 
to be before we can get the rest of these to stay put until we organize 
a district. We sure have this [indicating], because these people have 
exercised a petition for a district. We think that we can do the same 
thing here when it is time [indicating]. 

Mr. Jensen. When you say “this,” what do you mean ? 

Mr. Frericn. This is the Poplar-Wolf Point Irrigation District. 
The petition is in here now. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Rising, do you have a statement ? 

Mr. Ristna. I do not have any further statement. 

Mr. Jensen. We thank you gentlemen. 

The committee has always enjoyed the counsel of Mr. Rising. He 
is a wonderful help to us in giving us information and the true facts 


that surround many projects. We have learned to respect him over 
the years, as I know everybody does that is acquainted with him. For 
this committee to question any part of a project Mr. Rising proposes is 
something out of the ordinary. I must tell you that. 

Mr. Frericu. I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, for your patience. 

Mr. Ristne. And I certainly want to thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


TuurspayY, Fesruary 18, 1954. 
Pactric NorrHwesr Urmities CoNrERENCE 


WITNESS 


Cc. A. ERDAHL, CHAIRMAN OF THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST UTILITY 
CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 


Mr. Jensen. We will now hear Mr. Erdahl. We are pleased to have 
with us today our old friend, Mr. C. A. Erdahl, chairman of the Pa- 
cific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee. Mr. Erdahl has 
been before this committee a number of times in past years. We are 
always glad to have his testimony. Mr. Erdahl, we will now listen 
to vou. 

Mr. Erpant. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my statement at this 
time can be very brief. First, I would like to submit this statement 
that we have prepared. It is a statement subscribed to by the Moun- 
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tain States Power Co., the Northwest Public Power Association, the 
Pacific Power & Light Co., the Portland General Electric Co., the 
Puget Sound Power & Light Co., Seattle City Light, Tacoma City 
Light, and Washington Water Power Co. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at 
this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF C, A. ERDAHL, CHAIRMAN, PAciric NORTHWEST UTILITIES CONFERENCE 
COMMITTEE 


The utilities of the Northwest through their conference committee have appeared 
before the appropriation subcommittees of the Congress at regular intervals dur- 
ing the last 7 years. Each time the Congress has been urge¢. to continue the 
Federal program of multipurpose development for the Columbia River and to 
maintain the rate at which provision is being made for power supply from 
development of that stream. 

Throughout the years of World War II and in later years also, national need 
for what the Northwest produces has been good reason for the use of national 
funds to develop the production of atomic materials, chemicals, aluminum, planes, 
and ships by making electric power available. 

During those years appropriations which Congress made for Federal power 
development were matched by the non-Federal utilities, both public and private 
in development of their own systems. Their investment in the 15-year period 
from 1942-56 will be more than a billion dollars. During the last few years they 
have continuously asked to be allowed to have an even greater share and responsi- 
bility in the partnership for power. 

The Federal Government appears willing to be relieved to some extent of the 
obligation to provide power supply assumed because of national need. This has 
been made apparent by the retarding of new starts and the slowing up of con- 
struction on those projects now under way. 

The non-Federal addition to power supply in the Pacific Northwest during the 
last 5 years has been more than 800,000 kilowatts of units brought onto the line. 
During that time the Federal Government units put into service have amounted 
to 1,060,000 kilowatts (Coulee, Detroit, McNary, Hungry Horse). 

For the next 5 years the Federal programs will bring on numerous units at 
Detroit-Big Cliff, McNary, Look Out Point, Albeni Falls, Chief Joseph, The Dalles, 
and at other points providing the appropriations for 1955 and succeeding years 
are adequate. 

However, the total planned will be too little to meet the normal demand for 
power by 1960 without any new major industrial loads. 

The non-Federal agencies all need time to develop the projects in the area 
which they could build. To accomplish their desire and that of the Federal 
Government to have them take on this task requires that the Federal Government 
appropriations be not reduced for 1955 to the point of delaying projects now under 
way. 

We have received reports that the $11 million needed at this time to keep The 
Dalles and the $3 million needed to keep Chief Joseph on schedule would be more 
than offset by the revenues from power sales of $11,800,00 from The Dalles and 
$7,900,000 from Chief Joseph if those projects are kept on schedule. These sums 
would otherwise be lost by delays. 

This, however, is not our principal concern. It is that a year’s delay or 2 
years’ delay, such as might result would certainly bring repetition at an early 
date of the power shortage of 1952-53. The area has not yet fully recovered 
from the industrial and domestic curtailment of power of that period. 

Even beyond the need for keeping present projects on schedule there is a need 
for at least one new start immediately on the Columbia River. 

There is attached a table showing the amounts of money spent by the various 
utilities in the last 5 years and the amounts which each anticipates spending in 
the next 5 years. The total is $1,579,924,262. The future expenditures are 
divided to show planning and site investigation separately from construction. 
These sums of money represent the installation of 3,234,000 kilowatts. 

The amount of power installation comparese favorably with the Federal 
program of installation totaling 3,154,000 kilowatts by 1960 at McNary, Chief 
Joseph, and The Dalles. 
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A greater amount of new construction cannot be anticipated until there is 
something more definite as to what partnership of Federal and non-Federal 
agencies in development can be worked out. 

This will take time. Since Congress is giving attention to budget matters 
first, attention to partnership details which may require legislation will come 
second. To avoid a year’s loss of time and to permit working out of a sound 
partnership program, at least one new start should be authorized at this time. 


MountTAIN STATES PowEr Co. 
NorTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION. 
PaciFic Power & LicHt Co. 

PoRTLAND GENERAL ELEcTRIC Co. 

Pucer Sounp Power & Ligut Co. 

Ciry LicHt. 

Tacoma City LicHrt. 

WASHINGTON WaTER Power Co. 
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Mr. Erpanw. This statement in effect talks in a general way about 
the power situation in the Northwest. When we are talking about 

neration, we are talking about transmission lines. We have to get 
the power from the generating stations to the load centers. You 
gentlemen are familiar with that. 

But we have been concerned about this talk of partnership, and we 
find in putting these figures together for your consideration that in the 
Northwest we have really been more than a partner than even we 
realized, because from the standpoint of installed kilowatts, and from 
the standpoint of investment, and on the basis of non-Federal utilities 
you will see from this record that we have invested a considerable 
sum of money on our own. 

This table will show you that for the last 5 years, and for the next 
5 years, the non-Federal utilities will spend in the Northwest $1,579.- 
000,000 to keep up their end of this partnership. 

Mr. Jensen. Over how long a period ? 

Mr. Erpanv. The past 5 and the next 5 years, and the projects are 
actually on the planning board and are going forward—generating 
stations, transmission lines, and so forth. 

I may say we have had more success of late in getting together with 
Bonneville on the calculating board studies that we have talked to you 
gentlemen so much about. We have always felt in coming back here 
we did not have enough engineering studies, but in the past year we 
have had three meetings, and there will be more. All the engineers in 
the power pool are getting together at Bonneville for agreement on the 
specifications and assumptions in advance of the board study. It takes 
a lot of the guesswork out of the planning for transmission lines. 
Tn other words, we are attempting to get the job done and keep the 
costs as low as possible. 

I am very happy to report that those studies have been going for- 
ward and that we are getting good results. I am also very happy to 
report that as far as the Bonneville budget is concerned—the construc- 
tion items—all represented utilities are of the opinion that the items 
in the construction budget are necessary to keep the pool operation 
going, and we are close to being unanimous that there are no dupli- 
cating items. 

There may be 1 or 2 minor items, but I have been informed that they 
are so close to being solved between Bonneville and the individual utili- 
_ 8g they did not want me to even report that there was any 

roblem. 

: Mr. Jensen. Will those items affect the appropriation requested in 

r. Ervant. They informed me, Mr. Jensen, if there was anythin 
that they could not get cleared up to their satisfaction they woul 
send you a wire and send me a copy. I have received no copy, and 
if you have received no wire I can only assume their problems have 
been worked out. 

Mr. Jensen. I have not received a wire. 

Mr. Erpant. Some of these problems are quite difficult. It is not 
a question of just yes or no. It takes some engineering and planning, 
and it takes some studying to determine just how to build a line for 
its most effective use. 

Mr. Jensen. Let me ask you this question: Is there any trans- 
mission line, or related facility, that the Bonneville Power Adminis- 
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tration has requested in the 1955 budget that the municipal power 
———_- in your area would be willing to build with their own 
money 

Mr. Ervanu. Not to my knowledge. I will go a little further on 
that. If the Federal Government ever gets to the point where they 
think we should build more of those lines, and there can be some sort 
of partnership arrangement worked out, I am quite sure there is a 
willingness on the part of the utilities to do a greater share of that 
partnership if there can be an understanding on the basis by which 
we will work. In other words, the Bonneville grid is under the con- 
trol now of the Federal Government. If we would build any of those 
lines as part of that grid, there would have to be some understandable 
Federal-non-Federal partnership. 

Mr. Jensen. Naturally. 

Mr. Erpanv. On the a of this request and on the basis of our 
understanding, we do not know of an item that is in the Bonneville 
budget that is not necessary to take care of the power as it comes from 
these new generators, and these dams that are going in, and to get 
it out to the load centers where it is necessary. 

Take, for instance, the Federal Government invests its money in 
dams, generating stations, and if they do not likewise put up the 
money to get the power out of those stations into the load. centers, it 
is not a complete package. You can appreciate that. 

On the basis of this partnership business on which there has been 
considerable talk, I find that there is a real desire on the part of all 
the utilities, public and private alike, to go just as far as we can, but. 
we are of the opinion that some legislation will be required before we 
can go further than what we have under this partnership arrangement 
that we have indicated in our statement. 

I am very pleased and happy, as I say, because of these board 
studies. These board studies bring out the engineering answers, and 
as you recall, many times in the past we have sat around the table here 
and we have quibbled over items back and forth, and nobody really 
had the engineering answer. I think from here on in we can have 
an engineering answer, and I think it can solve our problem more 
definitely than has ever been done in the past. 

The only item I know of that is in question out there is that sub- 
marine cable over from Snohomish to Kitsap. The only report that 
we have from Dr. Pearl was that the engineers have completed a 
special study, and he indicated he would give us the benefit of teen 
at that report as soon as possible—it will affect the city of Tacoma an 
the city of Seattle, and if we can find a way to cooperate we want to 
cooperate. But, until we see the report, we are hardly in a position to 
determine what effect it would have upon our own operations. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Erdahl, will all the expenditures for the Snoho- 
mish-Kitsap line be necessary if Tacoma integrates their power with 
the Bonneville power in that area? 

Mr. Erpant. Until we find and have finished the study that we 
intend to make we won’t know, because our facilities are used for our 
own pooling arrangements between Seattle and Tacoma and from the 
power pool; it might have an effect on our operations. However, I 
would like to make the statement that one way or the other we will 
cooperate. 
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Mr. Jensen. No. We are not concerned about that, because we 
= that if Tacoma would integrate it might result in saving a few 
ollars. 

Mr. Erpant. You might make a saving; but if it prevents us from 
getting the money out of our pooling operations, then it is a question 
of whether there 1s actually a saving of money or not. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand what you mean. 

Mr. Erpanu. We have talked to Dr. Pear] about it, and he promised 
to send us a report just as soon as he could, and I can assure you that 
as soon as we get it we will make a study and give you what our posi- 
tion is with regard to the whole matter. 

Mr. Jensen. Is there 1 gee else you wish to add, Mr. Erdahl? 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Erdahl, you said the private utilities are part of 
the Northwest eet A pool and they have programed for the past 
5 years and for the next 5 years over $114 billion. 

r. Erpanu. That is all non-Federal, both public and private. 

Mr. Jensen. And municipal. 

Mr. Ervanw. Non-Federal. 

Mr. Fenton. Non-Federal. 

Mr. Ervant. In other words, this group that is listed in the state- 
ment. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Fenton, that means that they are spending an 
average of $100 million a year? 

Mr. Ervant. It really runs into a sizable figure. 

Mr. Fenton. What kind of facilities does that represent ? 

Mr. Ervanu. Generating facilities, transmission facilities, distribu- 
tion facilities. 

Mr. Fenton. Any dams? 

Mr. Ervanu. Yes; we have plants of our own which involve some 
$146 million. The private companies have got plans up on Clear 
Water that will run into $310 million, in a series of dams. And the 
Pend Oreille Public Utility District Box Canyon Dam—I am not 
sure, but it seems to me that involves some $25 million. And there 
are plans by other utilities to do the job wherever they can. Some of 
the sites that are authorized by the Federal Government will be built 
by them as soon as they can get the release; that is, for the non- 

ederal. Of course, you realize they have got to do the engineering 
and they have got to go before the Federal Power Commission for 
their permit. 

Mr. Fenton. Have you been turned down by the Federal Power 
Commission for any proposed dam ? 

Mr. Erpanu. Have they been? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Ervanu. No; we have our permits from the Federal Power 
Commission. We have got some litigation that is going on, which 
we hope will be completed before long one way or the other, but 
on these projects that are authorized the Federal Government, 
my understanding is that, before the Federal Power Commission can 
even discuss them, they must first be deauthorized by the Con 
before they can go in for a permit before the Federal Power Com- 
mission. You see, the utilities might have to spend quite a sum, on 
a sizable project, $1 million or $2 million, for preliminary investi- 
gations, and the road must be cleared before anybody, of course, 
will invest that kind of money. i 
Mr. Fenton. You think everybody is cooperating, then? 
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Mr. Erpau.. I think actually the level of cooperation is the highest 
that it has ever been, and there is a real desire on the part of all the 
utilities out there to do whatever they can to help themselves, and 
make the percentage of partnership greater, if that is the desire of 
the Congress. tan of course, if we go much further than the plant 
we have, it will take some further legislation on the part of the Con- 
gress before we can proceed. 

I mentioned that in my statement; that is, a lot about partner- 
ships, and I might say that there is some comparison in here for 
construction of non-Federal utilities, which have plans for the next 
5 years, which would put in 3,234,000 kilowatts of nw capacity, 
and by 1960 the Federal Government plans will result in putting in 
3,154,000 kilowatts if they can keep the projects at The Dalles and 
Chief Joseph on schedule. And I might say that if either of those 

rojects slip, there have been indications they will, we are going to 
be in an awfully bad spot, because the interim period is such that we 
cannot build plants that fast. 

And I might say, and I do not know whether you have had the 
benefit of these figures or not, but we understand that at least $11 
million is needed to keep The Dalles on schedule and $3 million is 
needed to keep Chief Joseph on schedule, which would be more than 
offset by revenue from power sales of $11,800,000 from The Dalles 
and $7,900,000 from Chief Joseph; that is, if both projects are kept 
on schedule. 

In other words, if Chief Joseph project is delayed, in the generator 
installation, they will actually lose $7,900,000 in Federal Government 
revenue just to save $3 million for a delay of 1 year; that is, delay 
in generator installation. And on The Dalles, it figures up $11,800,000 
loss a year, in delay for the saving of $11 million in appropriation. 

Once the project got started, we feel that it is in the interest, not 
only of the utilities, but of the Federal Government and the nonutil- 
ities, that the plant be kept on schedule and be completed as rapidly 
as possible, especially when the load is there to take care of all the 
power that is available. You can appreciate that, of course. 
my ENTON. The Dalles Dam has not been authorized very long, 

it 

Mr. Erpauu. The Dalles was authorized about 4 years ago. They 
had a small amount of money in the 1953 appropriation; a good 
sizable amount in 1954, and the 1955 figure, I do not have right here, 
but it seems to me that it was something on the order of $45 million. 

Mr. Fenton. What are the fishermen doing up there now? 

Mr. Ervant. The fishermen up there, as you know, have presented 
quite a problem. The Congress has had that matter to deal with 
before, in trying to settle with the Indians. One of the tribes feels 
that it has been hurt 

Mr. Fenton. Have they finally settled with the Indians? 

Mr. Erpant. It is my understanding they have settled with the 
Indians, all except one tribe, which did not feel it was being treated 
pro erly. Outside of that, it is my opinion that it is pretty well 
settled. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Erdahl, I want to ask you one question off the rec- 
ord, if I may. 

Mr. Erpann, Yes. 

(Off the record discussion.) 
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Tuurspay, Fesrvary 18, 1954. 


Buive Rives Parkway 
WITNESS 


HON. GEORGE A. SHUFORD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Jensen. Gentlemen, we are very glad to have Congressman 
Shuford before the committee. I understand you have a matter you 
wunt to present in connection with the National Park Service? 

Mr. Suurorp. The Blue Ridge Parkway. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Suvurorp. My appearance before this committee is for the pur- 
pose of securing additional funds for a certain particular incomplete 
project of the Blue Ridge Parkway, which pene you will observe 
if you look at this map. It is (indicating on the map) between Wagon 
Road Gap and Beech Gap, and designated sections 2-U and 2-V. In 
point of fact, this section of the Blue Ridge Parkway has been con- 
structed from both ends, leaving an incomplete gap in the center of 
about 2 miles in length, or havi a little more. Work will continue 
on the project this year. According to my understanding the Blue 
Ridge authorities have said that if they can secure enough mone 


they will be able to complete this entire project, sections 2-U and 2- 
this year. 
Grading of this section of the Blue Ridge Parkway was begun in 


1941 and included the construction of a tunnel. With our entry into 
the war all work was stopped on this section of the Blue Rdige Park- 
way, and for a number OF years it remained in an incomplete state. 
Construction of the section has been resumed on the grading, gravel- 
ing, and paving of the road; however, as this work proceeded it was 
ascertained that because of spalling it was not safe to use or drive 
through the tunnel. This i ont'ng and deterioration had occurred 
because it had not been completely Tined when work stopped when we 
entered the Second World War. The tunnel is in such a hazardous 
condition that no use can be made of the road, as I am advised, until 
the tunnel is lined with concrete and the portals extended. I do not 
believe there was anything included within the request to the Bureau 
of the Budget for repair to this tunnel because its condition was 
unknown at the time the National Park Service made its request for 
funds to complete this section of the Blue Ridge Parkway between 
Wagon Road Gap and Beech Gap. 

I want it understood that I do not want funds taken from any other 
roject of the Blue Ridge Parkway, but this section of the Blue Ridge 
arkway is nearly finished and can be completed by an additional 

appropriation of $270,000, according to the estimate of the Park 
Service. 

The State of North Carolina has agreed that upon the completion 
of the Blue Ridge Parkway from Wagon Road Gap to Beech Gap that 
it will pave this section of road (indicated on the map) Route 112, 
near Asheville, N. C., to Wagon Road Gap, and will also pave the road 
from Beech Gap to its intersection with U. S. Highway 276. However, 
the use of this area of the parkway cannot be had because of the lack 
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of the sum of $270,000 to complete the same and make it safe for public 
travel, so the request I am making today is that an additional sum of 

$270,000 be included in the budget for the completion of this particu- 

lar project and which is to be used in the repair of the tunnel through 

which the road proceeds. 

Mr. Jensen. There is nothing in the budget, you say? 

Mr. Suvrorp. No, there is nothing in the budget. _ But this tunnel 
is going down, and the road is deteriorating, and the longer it is left 
in its present condition the more it is going to cost to finish the work 
inthe tunnel. The National Park Service will not permit this stretch 
of the Blue Ridge Parkway to be used until the work on the tunnel 
is completed, even though the remainder of the roadway is placed 
in first-class condition. 

As I say, this tunnel was constructed in 1941 and since that time 
rocks have fallen into the tunnel and the National Park Service has 
advised that it is necessary to line the tunnel with concrete in order 
to make it free from hazard, and in order to make it usable as a part 
of the parkway. 

Mr. Fenton. The tunnel is to be used by automobiles? 

Mr. Suurorp. Yes, this is an automobile road, a part of the Blue 
Ridge Parkway, which runs down from the Shenandoah National 
Park into North Carolina, ending in the Great Smoky Mountains 
National Park. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, I am familiar with it. 

Mr. Suvurorp. What I am speaking about just involves a section 
of the Blue Ridge Parkway. Included within this sum of $270,000 
is the sum of $38,700 being additional funds needed to complete 
grading and putting a heavy bituminous treatment over the full 11 
miles between Wagon Road Gap and Beech Gap. This additional 
pavement is deemed necessary to match the type of surfacing which 
the State of North Carolina wiil provide on the road to be paved by 
it connecting with the parkway at Wagon Road Gap. 

Mr. Jensen. I do not recall that the National Park Service has 
asked the committee to include this item. 

Mr. Suurorp. I have talked with Mr. Wirth in the last few days 
regarding this project and he said there was nothing in the original 
budget, the National Parkway didn’t make the request at the time 
other requests were made for it, did not know of the hazardous con- 
dition of the tunnel. 

Mr. Jensen. I do not think they mentioned it to us. 

Mr. Suvurorp. However, I talked with Mr. Wirth recently and he 
is hopeful that before the committee has completed its work it will 
include this sum of $270,000 in the request. He is very anxious to get 
this work done. This work is not within the Great Smoky Mountains 
National Park; it isa part of the Blue Ridge Parkway. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand. 

Mr. SuHurorp. We have an investment here and it is going to cost 
around $231,300 for tunnel lining and extension of portals, and 
$38,700 to complete the grading and putting heavy bituminous treat- 
ment on the road. Each succeeding year that it is left incomplete will 
increase the cost of finally completing the job because more spalling 
and deterioration will occur. his work can be done this summer. 

|} Mx.. JENseN. About all I can say now, Mr. Shuford, is that the 
committee, the members of the committee, will look into the matter. 
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_ Mr. Suurorp. I certainly appreciate your interest, Mr. Chairman, 
and I hope the work can be completed. 

Mr, JENSEN. We will see what the recommendation is on the part 
of the Park Service. 

Mr. Suororp. I think that Mr. Wirth will send a recommendation 
up soon, 

Ptr. JENSEN. On a matter of this nature it is a little unusual for a 
committee to go above the Budget. 

Mr, Suurorp. We have some appropriation for this area (indi- 
cating) and, of course, we have some appropriation for an area in 
Virginia, but this is something that did not come up until after the 
work had started. After the grading on the roadway had gotten 
underway and had progressed up to this tunnel they found the con- 
dition was such that the highway could not be used unless the tunnel 
was completed. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you very much, Mr. Shuford. 
Mr. Suvrorp. Thank you. 


Tuourspay, 18, 1954. 


Cotumpra River Basin 


WITNESS 


HON. THOMAS M. PELLY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Pelly, I believe you are especially interested in the 
Columbia River Basin. 

Mr. Petiy. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. I have heard you talk about the project on previous 
occasions and I know = are greatly interested in it. 

Mr. Petry. First, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for giving 
me this opportunity to support the efforts that I am sure are being 
made in behalf of a neighboring district of mine to restore to the Rec- 
lamation fund in the Columbia Basin some $4 million which the 
Budget Department knocked out. 

I think you gentlemen know that our State is cut in two by a ra 
of mountains; on one side we have an agricultural area, and on the 
other side, we have some manufacturing, and in general, distribution 
of goods brought in by water and rail from eastern manufacturing 
centers. 

We have looked upon the Columbia Basin area as a growing devel- 
opment. To begin with, there is close to a million acres of irrigable 
land that is being taken up, bit by bit, by little farmers, and this is 
going to absorb, in the course of time, some half million people who 
need jobs, such as returning GI’s, and so forth. They will need clothes 
and goods of all kinds, which, in turn, we can furnish and we will eat 
the food which they, in turn, will produce. 

We have a great deal of interest in that area, and the Reclamation 
program is essential to us because we have to look, in our planning, 
to the continuation of that growing development as it was ciginally 
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planned. We recognize that every time 40 acres or 80 acres is put into 
operation, it means about $25,000 worth of tractors and other essential 
things that go into the farm to stimulate our whole national economy. 
A new farm necessarily means more business, more manufacturing, 
and helps the entire country. 

As I understand this program, in the past, no doubt, there has been 
some waste, some extravagance, some spending, and maybe unneces- 
sary expenditures. I believe that the $15 million that was asked, may 
be ao than is necessary, but the Budget cut that down to $8 million 
= — a delay in the program scheduled for getting water on to 
the land. 

So I simply would like, as a good neighbor, to come in here and sup- 
aoe the request for getting $4 million restored to that $8 million, to 

ring the appropriation up to what you have been told was necessary 
to carry out the program. 

It is not in my district, but I do have an interest here in the growing 
development that we have in that area, and I think the argument ap- 
plies that what benefits this area is a benefit to the whole country, be- 
cause it does absorb men who need jobs, men who need to go into pro- 
duction, and to go on the farms, men to open up new gas stations and 
little businesses along the highway, where new roads are built. In our 
normal growth, and as a part of our growing economy, we will be ab- 
sorbing some of the eastern industrial production in the way of buying 
tractors and other farm necessities, the sales of which are vital to a 
healthy peacetime economy. 

I want to conclude my statement by again thanking you for giving 
me the opportunity to come before you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. JeNnseN. I want to say, Mr. Pelly, that you have made a very 
comprehensible and understandable statement, and you are to be com- 
plimented in coming here and testifying on something that is not di- 
rectly your own responsibility as a Congressman, except as a good 
American who is interested in the welfare of everyone else. I think 
your statement is something that is very wonderful. 

I do want to say that the budget has not yet presented this to the 
committee, but that the Department has had the budget to approve 
an item of $4 million for the Columbia River Basin project. 

Of course, I can assure you that the members of this committee will 
give every consideration to your request. We have for many years 
leaned over backward in being quite liberal to irrigation and reclama- 
tion projects, and the members of this committee do what we can to 
carry on the program of reclamation and irrigation in the interest of 
our growing and increasin peewee so that we are guaranteed and 
pretty well assured we will have something to eat ourselves, and that 
pg or will have something to eat as time goes on, with their 

amilies. 

Mr. Petty. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
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CenTRAL VALLEY Prosecr 


WITNESS 


HON. JOHN E. MOSS, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I wish to urge committee approval of a 
number of budget items for reclamation work in California. I wish 
to bring to your particular attention the $2 million item for con- 
tinuing work on the Sacramento Valley canals unit of the Central 
Valleys project and a $343,000 item for initial work on a fish hatchery 
on the American River below Nimbus Dam. 

The hatchery will help maintain the salmon-fishing industry on 
the west coast at the present level of operations. Without the hatch- 
ery, the many salmon which have spawned in the lower reaches of the 
— River will be lost, both for sport tishing and for commercial 

shing. 

I first became aware of the problem last year when I began discus- 
sions with the Bureau of the Budget of a possible deficiency appro- 
priation to save the fish resources of the American River. Although 
the use of any supplemental funds or support for an immediate de- 
ficiency appropriation was refused, I am sure it is agreed the prob- 
lem is important enough to require immediate action by Congress. I 
am informed that part of the work on Nimbus Dam is being delayed 
so salmon may spawn in their accustomed spots and construction of 
the fish hatchery must be completed as soon as possible so that work 
can be completed on Nimbus Dam. 

I would like to emphasize some of the facts which, I am sure, have 
been made in other testimony. First, the construction of the fish 
hatchery is a normal Federal responsibility in connection with flood 
control and reclamation projects comparable to relocation of a high- 
way inundated by a reservoir. Second, the fish resources to be saved 
by this hatchery are valued at some $275,000 a year which means that 
the total value during the period the project will be paid off equals 
about $10 million. e problem is an urgent one which must be met 
by immediate action or valuable resources will be irrevocably lost. 

Another matter which I wish to discuss is the $2 million item for 
continuation of work on the Sacramento Valley canals unit of the 
Central Valley project. It is unnecessary to talk about the importance 
of the unit to the economic welfare of the Nation and welfare of Cali- 
fornia. If the State and the Nation is to get anywhere near the full 
potential benefit which can come from complete development in Cali- 
fornia, it will be necessary to provide adequate water supplies. The 
Sacramento Valley canals unit accomplishes this objective by chan- 
neling surplus water to thirsty farmlands on the west side of the 
Sacramento Valley. 

Construction has been started on the unit and construction must 
continue. The people of the area are preparing to reeeive the water 
and facilities to provide it should be completed as soon as possible. 
As evidence of the need and the desire for the water, six local water 
districts to distribute water from the Sacramento Valley canals unit 
are in the process of formation and will be completed within 3 months. 
Two more districts already are organized to contract for the water 
which will flow down the canals. 
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To keep faith with the people who have been urged to form the 
districts in preparation for completion of the canals, we must approve 
continuing adequate appropriations to finance construction. 

I also wish to urge committee approval of the $6,983,000 budget 
item for continuing construction of the power installations in con- 
nection with Folsom and Nimbus Dams. I am confident the com- 
mittee members will agree sufficient funds must be provided for these 
projects to complete the power installations in time to use the first 
water being stored behind the dams. A $14 million item is included 
in the budget for construction of the actual dams by the Army engi- 
neers and the power facilities cannot lag behind the work on the 
dams. 

It is well to consider the fact that only at the time a project is com- 
sewer and begins to operate does the public money invested begin to 

ow back into the Treasury. Delay of completion of any project to 
which the Nation is committed is uneconomical, for projects such as we 
are considering are built on the theory that reimbursable costs will be 
returned to the Treasury and this return cannot begin until the job 
is finished. 

Trinity River Diversion 


WITNESS 


HON. HUBERT B. SCUDDER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr, Jensen. We will now hear from our colleague, Mr. Scudder, of 
California. 

Mr. Scupper. Included in the budget for the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion for the fiscal year 1955 is $99,000 for the Trinity division of the 
Central Valley project. This amount is listed on the “Schedule of 
construction program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955” and is included under 
“Construction program,” Trinity division. 

The facilities of the Trinity River division are included in the 
justifications the same as they would be if they were officially author- 
ized features of the project. It is my contention that there are valid 
questions as to the validity of the authorization. 

The Trinity River project was authorized by former Secretary 
Chapman on January 2, 1953, before receiving the comments of the 
State of California. There is no record of the comments of the De- 
partment of Agriculture and other interested agencies having been 
received prior to the project authorization by the former Secretary. 
Ordinarily, comments of the Bureau of the Budget are received on 
projects of this magnitude before the report thereon is submitted to 
the Congress. Apparently the comments of the Bureau of the Budget 
were not submitted in the case of the Trinity project, since they do 
not appear in House Document 53. 

The former Secretary did not make a finding of feasibility for the 
Trinity project alone, as required by section 9 (a) of the Reclamation 
Act of 1939 but, instead, his finding of feasibility was based on in- 
cluding the Trinity project as part of the Central Valley project. 
While it may be argued that the former Secretary technically com- 

lied with the law, it certainly is apparent that he circumvented the 
intent of the provisions of section 1 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
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which was designed to allow the affected States and other agencies an 
opportunity to give their views and perhaps objections on proposed 
rojects and to present their views to Congress in cases where the 
lesion of the Secretary might be open to question. 
The views and comments of the State of California are included 
as House Document 147 (83d Cong., Ist sess.). I call the committee's 
attention to some of the comments in this document : 


3. The project is financially feasible if the electric power and water produced 
by it are sold at proper and adequate prices to cover the annual costs thereof. 

14. The price basis on which the Bureau of Reclamation bases its irrigation 
benefits, 1939-44 adjusted for a long-term outlook, is considered satisfactory. 
In estimating such benefits, however, increase in net income to water users only 
should be used since indirect irrigation benefits are conjectural and there are no 
direct means of obtaining payments for such benefits. 

15. Since there are no practicable methods or means of collecting for indirect 
benefits, and no statutory authority for such collections, only direct benefits, the 
power and water revenues, should be used in determining the financial feasibility 
of the Trinity River division project. 

16. There is no statutory authority for the utilization of the interest charge 
on the capital costs allocated to electric power and municipal and industrial 
water in paying off the capital cost allocated to irrigation as has been done in 
the report under review. 

17. Integration of the Trinity River division project with the Central Valley 
project could financially aid the latter project if proper and adequate rates for 
water and electric power made available by the Trinity River division works were 
established. To accomplish this a rate for the electric power substantially higher 
than that given in the financial analyses in the report under review would be 
required. 

* * * Unless the energy were sold at a rate higher than that required for 
payment of annual charges on the power features, the revenue from power sales 
could not financially aid the irrigation features, or the Central Valley project 
if the operations of the Trinity River division and Central Valley project were 
integrated. 


As I have stated above the $99,000 requested for the Trinity division 
is included under “Construction program.” Page BR 211 of the 
schedule of construction program contains a footnote (3)—“includes 
$100,000—General investigation funds.” It may be assumed from the 
Bureau’s construction program that the $99,000 item is not to be con- 
sidered as a strictly construction item but is to be a part of the general 
investigation funds. 

However, the Trinity River division is included as part of the Cen- 
tral Valley project in the detailed piopresd rogram of construction 
and the Trinity request is distinguishable from other construction 

uests for the Central Valley project only by a footnote. 

t is my contention that the Rio project should not have been 
included in the program of the justifications without complete and 
full explanation being included. Members of this committee might 
very easily be misled by the manner in which the Trinity requests were 
presented and, should the program be approved by this committee 
without comment, there may be those in the Bureau of Reclamation 
who would claim later that the Trinity project had become authorized 
by appropriation. 

IT recommend to this committee that in its report covering appro- 
priations for the Central Valley project it include a clear and positive 
statement that no funds are being allowed for the Trinity River proj- 
ect, and that should the Bureau of Reclamation want to carry on its 
general investigations it might do so from funds requested and in- 
cluded in the general investigation fund appropriations. 
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I would also like to call the committee’s attention to the fact that the 
House has passed H. R. 4551, to amend the Reclamation Project Act 
of 1939. his bill is designed to prohibit future authorizations by 
the Secretary of projects costing in excess of $5 million. This bill 
is now pending in the Senate. I point this out in order to demonstrate 
that it is the feeling of the House of Representatives, at least, that 
projects such as Trinity, which will cost in excess of $218 million, 
should .be authorized not by any Secretary of the Interior, but only 
by the Congress. 

The above are some of the more or less technical reasons for my 
thinking that no funds should be earmarked for the Trinity project 
by this committee. Quite aside from this is the fact that the project 
proposes to divert water from the north coast watershed, which is in 
my congressional district, to the Sacramento Valley, and eventually 
possibly to the San Joaquin Valley of California. There may very 
well be some excess waters in this watershed which might be diverted 
to other areas which are in need of additional supplemental water. 
However, this north coast area is growing rapidly. There is increased 
activity in lumbering and other forest products. Before this Congress 
commits itself to allowing waters to be exported from this area I 
would like to be certain that we can be assured that all possible future 
needs of this areavare first taken care of. Some of my people would 
probably like to appear before the appropriate congressional com- 
mittee in hearings on this project and testify as to the anticipated 
future needs of that area. This opportunity should be afforded them 
before any commitments are made directly or indirectly for allowing 
the Trinity project to be regarded as authorized. 


GAVINS POINT TRANSMISSION LINES 


WITNESS 


HON. HUGH BUTLER, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE 
OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Jensen. Now we will hear from Senator Butler of Nebraska. 

Senator Butrer. Last year there was appropriated for Missouri 
Basin transmission lines for the benefit of Nebraska purchasers of 
power from the main stem powerplants a small item to cover the cost 
of a line from Gavins Point across the Missouri River. The terminus 
of that line is at Belden, Nebr. 

It was then the decision to require Nebraska agencies to complete 
that line from Missouri River to Belden and about $450,000 is required 
for extension. 

The Bureau of Reclamation and the Nebraska Public Power System 
are presently studying plans for another relatively short line into 
Nebraska from either Fort Randall or Sioux City. Those studies 
involve power for Iowa users and Omaha Public Power District. My 
information is that, in any event, only about $1.5 million will be 
required from Federal appropriations. In order that the plans may 
be expedited $250,000 should be made available during the coming 
fiscal year. This, plus the $450,000 for completion of the Belden line, 
totaling $700,000, is needed during the next fiscal year. 
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Nebraska entities are producing now nearly all the power used in 
the State. They are, however, agreed to taking 100,000 kilowatts from 
the Federal ae on the Missouri at the earliest possible date of 
delivery. All of the State’s generation and transmission agencies 
being preference customers, Nebraska users expect the price they pay 
to be in line with charges to Bureau customers in the Dakotas, Minne- 
9 I assume, also in Iowa. 

The construction of the lines I have mentioned by the Bureau of 
Reclamation will give Nebraska purchasers the same rate and service 
which now prevail in the other States noted, and in which about $100 
million will be invested in a transmission network. 

I am advised that the Department of the Interior has refused to 
allow Nebraska public power systems credits against the cost of the 
construction by them of these fio to apply on the base power rate 
as established for the eastern area of the basin. However, it should 
be recognized that this power is to be transmitted throughout the 
large Nebraska area served at no further expense to the United States. 
These facilities represent a large investment by the people of my 
State. This request for construction funds appears equitable and 
urgent. I hope you will give it every consideration. 


Powrrtine From To ABERDEEN, WAsH. 


WITNESS 


HON. RUSSELL V. MACK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Jensen. We will now hear from the gentleman from Washing- 
ton, Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I thank 
you for this opportunity to appear before your committee. 

In order to save the eommittee time, on this request for an appro- 
priation which I will make of the committee, I submit a letter, written 
to your chairman, covering the need for an early start on a new power- 
line from Olympia to Aberdeen, Wash. 

This letter, I believe, gives in detail the urgent need for this line. 


Fesruary 20, 1954. 
Hon. BEN JENSEN, 
Chairman, Interior Appropriations Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: In 1953, the Bonneville Power Administration requested 
that $315,000 be appropriated for the start of construction of a new 115-kilovolt 
powerline 50 miles long from Olympia to Aberdeen, Wash. (This is known as 
Olympia-Aberdeen line No. 2 and was item 209 in the 1953 budget.) 

The Budget Director recommended $100,000 for this item. Later when the 
hisenhower budget was made up this item for $100,000 was omitted. 

This proposed powerline serves all of Grays Harbor County including the 
industrial cities of Aberdeen (population 22,000), Hoquiam (population 12,000), 
Montesano (population 2,500), Elma (population 1,500), McCleary (population 
1,200), and Cosmopolis (population 1,500), as well as many smaller towns and 
rural communities. 

This area is highly industrialized having large pulp and paper mills, four 
large plywood plants, many sawmili and shingle mills, door, box, piano sound- 
ing board, and furniture factories. Adequate power is essential to the steady 
operation of these plants and any interruption in power facilities immediately 
creates a large loss in employment and a decrease in goods production. 
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JUSTIFICATION OF LINE 


The Bonneville Power Administration in justification of the need for this 
line in 1952 said in its report: 


“OLYMPIA-ABERDEEN No. 2 (ITEM 209) 


“This facility is necessary to provide an adequate power supply for the Grays 
Harbor area. The area is served at present by the Olympia-Aberdeen 115-kilo- 
volt line and the Raymond-Cosmop»lis line, which is being converted to 115- 
kilovolt operation and extended to tie into the Grays Harbor Public Utility 
district line at Aberdeen. 

“The load in the area is expected to increase to a total of 61,000 kilowatts 
by the winter of 1956. Calculating board studies reveal that the power flow into 
the area divides in a manner which results in a loading of 56,000 kilowatts on 
the Olympia Aberdeen line. This results in excessive power losses and high volt- 
age regulation, and would necessitate curtailment of service in the event of an 
outage. Completion of the second circuit by the fall of 1956 is needed to relieve 
this overloaded condition and to provide more reliable service to the area. 

“Funds are required in 1954 fiscal year for survey, design, land activities and 
material purchases.” 

The need for starting this line is even greater today than it was in 1953. 

The line, everyone admits, must be completed within the next 3 years. What 
should be done, in my opinion, and that of the Bonneville Authority, is to get 
a small start on this line now so that it can be completed during the following 
2 years. 

Appropriation of $100,000 this year would permit a start on this line this 
fall and assure its completion within the next 2 years. The $100,000 would 
permit right of way acquisition and preliminary engineering procedures which 
take time and thus avoid costly delays during the succeeding 2 years, delays 
that might result in great handicaps to the Grays Harbor area which is one 
of the most highly industrialized districts of the State of Washington. 

The one Olympia-Aberdeen line now serving the area cost in 1948-50 approxi- 
mately $1,200,000 to install and the proposed second line being identical in size 
and length to the first one, will cost about the same. The $100,000 appropria- 
tion asked for this year wili greatly lessen the hazard of this industrial area 
suffering a power shortage and resultant unemployment. 

I hope your committee will authorize this small $100,000 appropriation to 
assure a start on this new line and thus guarantee this area against a power 
shortage. 

Sincerely yours, 
Russety V. Mack, 
Member Congress. 


Fripvay, Fesrvary 19, 1954. 


Mount Rusumore Nationa, Park 
WITNESSES 


JOHN A. BOLAND, PRESIDENT, MOUNT RUSHMORE NATIONAL ME- 
MORIAL SOCIETY OF BLACK HILLS 

HON. E. Y. BERRY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM, THE 
STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

HON. KARL E. MUNDT, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

HON. FRANCIS CASE, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE 
OF SOUTH DAKOTA 


Mr. Jensen. The committee will come to order. 

Senator Munpr. I would like to introduce Mr. Boland, president of 
the Mount Rushmore National Memorial Society. 

Mr. Botanp. It is a pleasure for me to appear before your commit- 
tee because I am mindful of the fact that you have been very thought- 
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ful of the needs of Mount Rushmore. It is through your committee 
that we have the permanent lights and many other improvements. 

I am John A. Boland of Rapid City, S. Dak. I am now and have 
been president of the Mount Rushmore National Memorial Society 
of Black Hills since early 1941. From February 1930, until August 
1938, I was treasurer of the society. During these 23 years, I have 
directed the business affairs of this organization. I never have re- 
ceived and do not now receive any compensation from the —— 

Mount Rushmore National Memorial Society of Black Hills is a 
nonprofit corporation, chartered in the District of Columbia, February 
24,1930. The particular objects of the society are for the promotion of 
the arts, to provide in part the funds required for the carving of the 
Mount Rushmore National Memorial as authorized by Congress, and 
in cooperation with governmental agencies, to aid and assist in appro- 
priate landscaping, parking, highways, trails and protecting such, and 
the grounds surrounding the memorial in the interest of the public. 

From 1930 through 1940, the society confined its efforts to the raising 
of funds for the Mount Rushmore National Memorial Commission and 
publicizing the monument. 

Since early 1946 to the present time the society has held an agreement 
with the National Park Service to operate the concession at the Mount 
Rushmore National Memorial. During this period of time, the society 
expended $66,117.99 in the area as set forth below: 

For the construction of temporary dormitories, additions to the stu- 
dio, heating plant, other improvements and repairs, $52,719.53; under 
supervision and direction of the National Park Service contracted for 
the writing of official history of Mount Rushmore Memorial by Dr. 
G. C. Fite and the publication thereof, $6,786.03; for interpretive 
exhibit in administration building, $2,000; directing traffic, $278 ; for 
construction of septic tank and sewer line, $3,554.79; maintenance of 
statuary, $779.64. 

The society is now anxious and willing to carry out the commitments 
as set forth in the memorandum of understanding directed to the 
National Park Service, November 25, 1953 (a copy of which is at- 
tached) at an expenditure of approximately $78,875. As further 
evidence of the society’s approval of the master plan of the National 
Park Service for Mount Rushmore Memorial and further work on the 
monument, I will now outline to you a proposition whereby the society 
will make over the years, a substantial contribution to this end. 

The society proposes that if the Government advances the funds 
for the development program outlined in the amount of approximately 
$500,000 that the concession agreement now in effect by and between 
the National Park Service ssi thas society be canceled on December 
31, 1954, and on January 1, 1955, a new 20-year agreement be entered 
into on approximately the same terms and provisions as the existing 
contract with the exception of the concession fee. At present the 
concession fee is equal to 34 of 1 percent of the gross sales of food (less 
sales tax) and 3 percent of the gross sales of souvenirs, jewelry, etc. 
The society proposes that the fee be increased to 3 percent of food 
sales and 12 percent of souvenir, jewelry, etc. sales, Based on receipts 
of sales of the past 2 years, the society would be able to return to the 
National Park Service over $25,000 per year. The average annual 
sales of food for the past 2 years amounted to $120,363.80. per- 
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cent of this amount equals $3,610.91. The average annual sales for 
the past 2 years of souvenirs, jewelry, etc., amounted to $184,815.03. 
Twelve percent of this amount equals $22,177.80 or an annual payment 
to the National Park Service of $25,788.71, meaning a total payment 
for the 20-year period of $515,774.20. However, when the increased 
fees have returned to the Government the amount advanced, then the 
percentage should revert to those of the present contract. 

The society further proposes to deposit in a sinking fund each year 
1 percent of the gross sales of the year to insure the maintenance and 
sc of the dormitory and concession buildings for the 20-year 

riod. 

The society will complete a memorandum of understanding with the 
National Park Service on or before December 1 of each year, settin 
forth in detail any work the society proposes to finance the succeed- 
ing 12 month.s 

e society is arranging for “interruption of business” insurance 
to protect the society and the National Park Service against loss by 
business interruption caused by fire and climatic hazards. 

If you have any questions, I will gladly answer them to the best of 
my ability. 

NOVEMBER 25, 1953. 
Cuarces HUMBERGER, 
Superintendent, Mount Rushmore National Memorial, 
Keystone, S. Dak. 

Dear Mr. HuMBERGER: To comply with provisions of a memorandum of under- 
standing between Mount Rushmore National Memorial Society of Black Hills and 
National Park Service dated September 18, 1952, the society sets forth below 


a tentative program of the work it proposes to undertake at Mount Rushmore 
National Memorial during the succeeding 12 months: 

1. Sculptoring maintenance 

2. Restroom attendants. 

3. Vent kitchen 

4. Repairs to studio porch 
6. Studio basement, water studio porch ends, tung and grooved 

7. Paint girls’ dormitory, install additional shower 
8. Repair leaking skylight 
9. Repair boys’ dormitory 
10. Floor covering, dormitories 
11. Boys’ dormitory 


Total 


The society wishes to withdraw that portion of its proposal of December 6, 
1952 providing for the employment of an architect $6,000 and the further pro- 
posal of that date to provide $25,000 toward the construction of a dormitory and 
$24,000 toward the construction of a dormitory from the earnings of 1953 and 
substitute in lieu thereof the proposal as set forth in a motion passed by the 
board of trustees dated August 29, 1953 and which reads as follows: 

It was moved by Mr. Bellamy, seconded by Mr. Driscoll that the society favor 
and support a $500,000 Federal financed program, $300,000 to be expended on 
buildings, and $200,000 on the monument and grounds, with the understanding 
that the society provide plans and specifications for the dormitory building, and 
that Kay and Carl Burgess will on or before July 1, 1954 provide funds for the 
cost of the plans and specifications for the concession building, and also it being 
understood that the society will reimburse Carl and Kay Burgess for the funds 
so provided from the first commissions due the society from Carl and Kay Burgess 
after January 1, 1954. It is further understood and agreed that the society 
will be in a position on July 1, 1954 to provide $50,000 to assist in financing afore- 
said program exclusive of the cost of plans and specifications for the dormitory 
and concession building. Motion carried. 

Sincerely yours, 


Joun A. BoLaNp, President. 
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Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Boland. 
In a few words, you propose that if the Congress will approve an 
item of $500,000 for these facilities in the Rushmore National Park 
over the next 2 years, the Rushmore National Memorial Society will 
contribute to the national park $25,000 annually ? 

Mr. Botanp. Not specifically, Mr. Chairman, because that would 
depend upon the receipts. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand. 

Mr. Botanp. But basing it upon the receipts of the past 2 years, 
we would return that amount. 

However, Mr. Burgess, who is subconcessionaire, is here and you 
will hear from him later. He is of the opinion he will increase the 
business 50 percent, but we do not say to you that will come to pass 
because we are conservative. 

Mr. JeNseN. In the event the committee would see fit to approve 
an appropriation for this purpose, would it be possible to divide it into 
two sections—appropriate half of it this year and half next year? 

Mr. Botanp. Yes; I would say so. 

Mr. Jensen. That would be agreeable? 

Mr. Botanp. Yes. We would like to see both buildings constructed 
this year, but sometimes you cannot do those things. We have to think 
of the weather. Those are quite large buildings. 

Mr. Jensen. I am sure you well know that Senator Mundt, Senator 
Case, and Mr. Berry have talked to me about this matter on several 
occasions. 

Mr. Bonanp. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. I was very happy to be at Mount Rushmore at the 
25th anniversary of the beginning of the chiseling of that great monu- 
ment by Mr. Borglum. That was about 2 years ago. I saw something 
there that indicated to me that these facilities that you anticipate con- 
memes. such as the additional parking space, were very greatly 
needed. 

T saw old men and women trvdging up the hill to that monument 
where the ceremonies were held, and it was a long, hard grind. 

Mr. Botanp. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And I saw women with babies in their arms going up 
that hill, and trudging up that hill to be present at the ceremonies. 
At that time I asked Mr. Leake, the superintendent of the park, if 
those people could not find a perking space somewhere on top of the 
mountain instead of being obliged to walk that long distance up 
that steep grade, and he said, “Our parking facilities are so inade- 
quate it is pitiful.” 

Then he also pointed out, as did Mr. Mundt and Mr. Case and Mr. 
Berry, the inadequate facilities at the monument. I became interested 
because I know that monument is going to be here for all time to 
come. It is a great monument to those four statesmen. It inspires 
people to see it. It inspires children. 

I was especially pleased to know the attendance had been more than 
doubled since the monument was lighted. So I was quite pleased 
when I learned something was being done about it. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you. 

Mr. Jensen. And so, Mr. Boland, I will assure you the committee 
will give it every consideration. 
Mr. Boranp. Thank you, sir. 


1653 


Senator Case. I wonder, in view of what you said about the park- 
ings if I could introduce a letter in the record at this point. 

he State highway commission had this matter of meer | and 
roads presented to it by the society. I have here a letter dated Febru- 
ary 13, 1954, from the South Dakota State Highway Commission, 
addressed to Mr. Boland as president of the Mount Rushmore Na- 
tional Memorial Society, which says—and this follows the presenta- 
tion which the society made to the State highway commission : 

For your information, the 1954-55 State highway construction program for 
South Dakota includes grading, curb, and gutter and bituminous surfacing for 
approximately 1 mile of highway relocation and a parking lot at Mount Rush- 
more. The cost of the project as programed will be approximately $293,000, 
all of which will be from State funds. 

Yours very truly, 


State HigHway CoMMISSION, 
WiLtiAmM A. KINGSBERRY, 
District Engineer. 

Mr. JensEN. So the State highway commission is cooperating to the 
fullest extent in this improvement ? 

Senator Case. Very definitely. 

They propose to take care of this road and parking. 

However, the program for development, as envisioned and to which 
Mr. Boland’s remarks are addressed, contemplate a total expenditure 
of $569,500, of which the society stands ready, as he indicated, to put 
up $500,000, and will accept the odd amount remaining, the $19,500. 

You referred to a possible 2-year development program. I have 
here a breakdown of the program of the facilities that are desired on 
a 2-year basis. We asked for an appropriate breakdown from the 
National Park Service, and I have it here. You understand the 
National Park Service, of course, is not initiating this. They have 
their budget limitations. 

Mr. Jensen. I know that. 

Senator Case. But in response, they have suggested how that might 
be accomplished with a proper priority. I would like to introduce 
that in the record and leave it with you. 

Bl JENSEN. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at 
this point. 
(The tabulation referred to is as follows :) 


2-year development program, Mount Rushmore National Memorial 


FIRST YEAR 


Buildings and utilities: 
(1) Amphitheater and facilities (capacity 2,000) -.__.___________-_ 


Roads and trails: (1) Service roads______---__________-------- 


Buildings and utilities: 
Roads and trails: (1) Service roads and trails 


Grand total 


5:25, 000 
(2): Dormitory bellding. 3180000 
(3) Water, sewer, power and lighting distribution systems__.._..... 12,500 
000 
324, 500 
SECOND YEAR 
8245, 000 
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Mr. Berry. I would like to add a little bit for the record. 

I appreciate that nothing I could submit would add to the know]- 
edge that the chairman already has, but for the purpose of the record 
I thought it would be well to insert the fact that in 1941 there were 
epproximately 393,000 people that visited this shrine. 

uring the war years the visitation took a sharp dip, of course, but 
in 1946 it returned to 324,596. Each year there has been a continued 
increase until in 1952 the figure reached 835,101. 

We do not have the exact figure yet for 1953, but it is estimated 
upward of 950,000, so that actually in the past 12 or 13 years the visita- 
tion of this shrine has gone from a little over a quarter of a million 
to almost 1 million visitors each year. 

Now, I have a copy of a letter which I think should be in the record, 
a letter from Hon. Carl T. Burgess, a member of our State legisla- 
ture, who has the concession contract at Rushmore. I think that it 
should go into the record because it gives a very good picture of how 
it is now operated. 

Mr. JENseN. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at 
this point. 

(The letter in part from Mr. Burgess is as follows :) 


The main room of the studio is approximately 60 by 80 feet, or 4,800 square 
feet; of which approximately 66 percent, or 3,200 square feet is taken up with 
facilities such as tables, chairs, counters, cafeteria lineup, fountain, ete. During 
our peak week last season, we averaged serving food to some 3,000 people per 
day. However, according to National Park figures, we had over 14,000 visitors 
1 day during this peak week, which readily shows that we were able to service 
only a small percentage of our visitors, 

To efficiently operate, and adequately take care of the public, this concession 
should be open to the traveling public from 6 a. m. to9 p.m. These hours being 
necessary due to the large influx of early morning visitors, and those who wish 
to see the monument lighted at night. In order to operate these hours and comply 
with labor regulations, it takes a minimum of from 50 to 60 employees, Our pres- 
ent dormitory facilities can handle a peak load of 35 people, and this is more 
than recommended by the Park Service officials. 

I would like to point out here, Mr. Boland, that operating under the above- 
mentioned handicaps, the records will show, we have been able to substantially 
increase the business here at Rushmore the past 3 years; and yet we are only 
taking care of approximately 1 out of every 3 or 4 persons who visit the memorial. 
This is due to the fact that the existing facilities are so situated that to get to 
the same, it is necessary to either climb about 50 steps to get to the studio, or 
descend about the same number of steps; and also due to the congested condition 
of the building when people do get to this level. 

Taking the above facts—substantiated with your rental income figures—we 
feel confident that, with adequate facilities at Mount Rushmore, we could con- 
servatively increase the gross business done there by 50 percent. This, based on 
1953 figures, would increase the rental income to approximately.$60,000 per year. 

In the event a new concession building is constructed at Mount Rushmore, it 
would be our obligation to furnish and equip same, in accordance with our contract 
with the Mount Rushmore Memorial Society. An approximate estimate of the 
expenditure on our part would be $75,000 which would necessitate a new lease of 
20 years in order to amortize same. 


Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Berry. 

Now, Senator Mundt, we will be glad to hear from you at this time. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Chairman and Congressman Norrell, there is 
no use for me to belabor the record with repetition of facts. We all 
feel that this is a highly meritorious project and one which is of 
definite national importance. 
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I do want to emphasize, however, the fact that we are talking about 
money which is to be reimbursed to the Government from the money 
collected at the monument itself. 

While it is true that the Federal Government will recapture the 
money it puts in, I would like to point out that the comparatively small 
State of South Dakota, with a population of only 675,000 people, is 
putting in this $290,000 for the construction of the parking area, and 
that will not be reimbursable. That is something that wiil be paid by 
the people of South Dakota. 

As you know, it is a little unusual for highway departments to build 
arking areas, especially in a State that needs highways as badly as we 
o, but because of the importance of the monument and the fact that 

the citizens of South Dakota are so happy to be host to the people of 
the Nation who come there at the rate of $1 million a year, as Com- 
gressman Berry has pointed out, they are digging into the limited 
funds they have to build this extensive parking area. 

We feel if the Government now will match that kind of enthusiasm 
by building these facilities, the Government will recapture this money, 
and it will be a long step toward making this wonderful historic site 
available to the people of the country. 

I should add that Governor Sigurd Anderson of our State is in town 
today. I asked him if he would like to be at the hearings. He said 
that he would have liked to be here, but he is here in connection with 
the mighty stream called the Missouri River, in which we are all 
interested. His testimony will be in the record today. He reminded 
me to point out as Governor of the State he has considerable to do with 
the construction of the highways and he lends his influence aiso to 
the construction of this vast parking area. 

Quite obviously, if the Federal Government will do what we are 
asking it to do, and the State were not to build the parking area, it 
would be only half a job. But if the State were to go ahead with its 
construction of the parking area, as we are now doing, and not provide 
the other additional facilities to feed the tourists who come there, and 
give them a chance to see the monument, that would also be half the 
job. By working together we can round out and complete this world 
famous project. 

I am sure the committee will look with sympathetic interest on our 
very humble and modest request. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Mundt. May I say it is quite different 
from the situation that exists in some national parks, where the Na- 
tional Park Service is maintaining roads outside the park. Here the 
State of South Dakota is willing to improve and maintain roads within 
the park itself, so that is impetus to our desire to do something. 

Senator Munpr. Not only roads, but parking areas. 

Mr, Jensen. Gentlemen, I can assure you that this committee is 
gratified to have you gentlemen come before the committee on this mat- 
ter. As I said before, I can assure you that without making a promise 
this committee will look with favor on your request. 

Mr. Botanp. May I take time to make this clarifying statement? 
If oe will refer to the memorandum of understanding which is at- 
tached to my statement you will note that we have already ed to 
spend $4,875 on the area this year. In addition, we have agreed to and 
are now having prepared, specifications and plans for both of those 
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buildings. One iscompleted. We have paid for it. We have agreed 
with you that we will spend approximately $24,000 for those plans 
and supervision, and we are now ready and willing on the first day 
of July to turn to the proper organization, bureau, or whoever it may 
be, $50,000 to carry out this program. We are contributing that in 
addition to the other proposal to repay this money over a period of 20 
years, or sooner if it 1s possible. 

Mr. Jensen. That is commendable. 

Mr. Norretu. I hold the South Dakota delegation in the highest re- 
gard, and our two former Congressmen. I am always inclined to go 
along with what they want. 

Mr. Jensen. The committee will keep the maps here and refer to 
them when we mark up the bill. 

We thank you gentlemen very much for the information that you 
have given the committee. 


Fripvay, Fesrvary 19, 1954. 


Sournwest Power ApMINISTRATION 
WITNESSES 


RICHARD L. ARNOLD, GENERAL COUNSEL, SOUTHWESTERN GAS & 
ELECTRIC CO. 

DUDLEY SANFORD, VICE PRESIDENT AND ASSISTANT GENERAL 
MANAGER OF THE UNION ELECTRIC CO., ST. LOUIS, MO. 


Mr. Jensen. The committee will now hear you gentlemen. 

Mr. Arnowp. My name is Richard Arnold, and I am general counsel 
of the Southwestern Electric Co. I live in Texarkana, Ark. 

To conserve the time of the committee it is planned today that only 
I, along with Mr. Sanford, who is vice Anata and assistant general 


manager of the Union Electric Co., of Missouri, will make statements. 

At the outset I would like to say to you that several other gentle- 
men here in the room have written statements which they want to 
file, but they will not make any oral presentation. 

Mr. Warren Porter, vice president of the Kansas City Power & 
Light Co., is at the end of the table and has a written statement, and 
I would like to have that made a part of the record at this time, if I 
may. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Without objection it will be made a part of the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WARREN L. PORTER 


This statement is filed by Warren L. Porter, vice president of Kansas City 
Power & Light Co., on behalf of four electric utility companies operating in the 
western half of Missouri, i. e., Kansas City Power & Light Co., the Empire Dis- 
trict Electric Co., Missouri Public Service Co., and St. Joseph Light & Power 
Co. It is the purpose of this statement to bring to the attention of the com- 
_ mittee the present status of negotiations between the above-named 4 electric util- 
ity companies and the 2 generating and transmission cooperatives in western 
Missouri, i. e., Northwest Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., and KAMO Electric 
Power Cooperative, Inc. 


MISSOURI SITUATION 


When Congress, in July 1953, in effect set aside the 40-year contracts between 
SPA and the generating and transmission cooperatives, 3 Missouri generating 
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and transmission cooperatives were left with an investment of about $50 million 
in transmission facilities and steam generating plants which they had built on 
the strength of such contracts with SPA. Under those contracts, the cooperatives 
were to have received energy at the market at a price far below its cost to the 
Government, the cost of transmission being contributed by the Federal Gov- 
ernment through the device of SPA’s leasing the transmission facilities and 
assuming all cost of their operation and maintenance. SPA was also to have 
purchased the entire energy output of the steam plants at rates calculated to 
cover the entire cost of ownership, operation, and maintenance of the steam 
plants. For fiscal year 1954, the Congress specifically denied SPA’s request for 
$3,736,000 to implement SPA’s existing 40-year contracts with the generating and 
transmission cooperatives in Missouri and Oklahoma, but allowed SPA $1,200,000 
to implement short-term interim contracts pending negotiations between Inte- 
rior, the cooperatives, and the electric companies of “arrangements that will 
not require the continued use of the continuing fund.” 

The electric utility companies in Missouri recognized that construction of the 
cooperatives’ generating and transmission facilities was so nearly completed as 
to preclude any suggestion that any substantial portions should be physically 
abandoned. It was further recognized that a speedy solution to the Missouri 
problem must be found, since the cooperatives, burdened with excessive debt and 
minus Federal subsidies, faced financial disaster and might resort to destructive 
competition in an effort to cut their losses. 

Pursuant to the suggestion of the Congress, the generation and transmission 
cooperative representatives and the electric utility company representatives from 
Missouri and Oklahoma met initially on October 1, 1953, for the purpose of 
negotiating contractual “arrangements that will not require the continued use 
of the continuing fund.’ Negotiations were soon broken down into regional 
groups in the belief that the most progress would be made in that way. 


WESTERN MISSOURI PROBLEM 


By mutual agreement and with the consent of their respective associates, N. W. 
Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., and Kansas City Power & Light Co. took the 
lead in negotiations relative to the electric facilities of N. W. and KAMO, which 
are located in the western half of Missouri. It was early recognized that inte- 
gration and operation of the transmission facilities constructed by KAMO would 
necessarily be dependent upon arrangements made with respect to the transmis- 
sion facilities and steam plant constructed by N. W. 

The facilities and approximate investments by N. W. and KAMO here dis- 
cussed are as follows: 


N. W. Co-op investments : 
154 kilovolt line from Bull Shoals to Missouri City, with 154/69/ 
13 kilovolt substations at Missouri City 
40,000 kilowatt steam electric plant at Missouri City 
154 and 60 kilovolt subtransmission lines and substations north 
of the Missouri River (not shown on map) * 8, 613, 000 


Total N. W 23, 783, 000 
KAMO Co-op investment : 
69 kilovolt lines and substations in southwestern Missouri 
(estimated) *6, 400, 000 


Total 30, 183, 000 
Notes re status under SPA-Co-op contracts (40 years) : 


1 Leased to SPA. 

2? Entire output purchased Py, SPA. 

3 Retained and operated by N. W. 
These facilities may be identified by reference to the attached map. 

The entire $30,183,000 investment in the steam plant and transmission facili- 
_ ties of N. W. and KAMO in western Missouri is represented by debt under their 
REA loans. By 1958 the fixed costs attributable to this investment, including 
the required payments of principal and interest to REA and operation and 
maintenance of transmission facilities, but excluding the cost of purchasing or 
generating energy, will amount to approximately 8.5 mills per kilowatt-hour of 
energy required by the distributing cooperatives of N. W. and KAMO. It is 
obvious that when costs of energy production or purchases are added, the co- 
operatives’ cost of power and energy would immediately and prospectively be 
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so greatly increased over the cost of their present supply by the companies as 
to be almost prohibitive and to endanger their ability to maintain payments on 
their debt. Most of the distributing cooperatives now pay approximately 10 
mills or less per kilowatt-hour. 

Negotiations between the four electric utility companies and the two genera- 
tion and transmission cooperatives in western Missouri have proceeded very sat- 
isfactorily. Objectives, principles, and overall procedures have been fully dis- 
cussed without developing any significant differences between the parties, The 
following basic factors have been frankly recognized : 

1. Companies and cooperatives have a common interest in solving this prob- 
lem and eliminating the waste and duplication of separate systems in the area; 

2. Both parties presently have surpluses of capacity, necessitating long-term 
aggrangements for their absorption ; 

3. The cost of energy to the distributing cooperatives must not exceed its fair 
market value; 

4. No solution is possible unless full advantage is taken of economies to be 
contributed by each party; e. g., low capital costs of the cooperatives, and the 
more economical production and wider markets of the companies; 

5. All efforts will fail to produce a workable solution unless the quantity 
and cost of hydroelectric power and energy made available to the cooperatives 
are established for a long term and are such as to justify the cost of its trans- 
mission to the market area. 


TENTATIVE ARRANGEMENT IN WESTERN MISSOURI 


The essential features of the proposed method of operation in western Mis- 
souri as tentatively agreed to by the cooperatives and the companies, subject 
to the consummation of a satisfactory arrangement with Interior, may be 
briefly outlined as follows: 

1. N. W. will purchase hydroelectric power and energy from the Department of 
the Interior at the 161 kilovolt bus at Bull Shoals; 

2. N. W. will lease to the electric companies its 154 kilovvolts transmission 
line from Bull Shoals to Missouri City, together with the Missouri City sub- 
station ; 

3. N. W. will sell to the electric companies all the power and energy at its 
disposal, including the output of the Missouri City plant, as scheduled by the 
electric companies ; 

4. Out of their total power and energy resources, the electric companies will 
sell to N. W., at Missouri City, all of the requirements of N. W’s member 
cooperatives ; 

5. The electric companies will likewise supply to KAMO the requirements of 
KAMO’s member cooperatives at agreed delivery points on the integrated system. 

Definite intercompany relationships have not as yet been agreed upon, It is 
agreed, however, that Kansas City Power & Light Co. will be the principal 
party acting on behalf of the companies and will contract with N. W. St. 
Joseph Light & Power Co. and Missouri Power & Light Co. have entered into 
agreements with N. W. for the joint use of portions of N. W's 69. kilovolt sub- 
transmission within their service areas. Additional joint use agreements of 
N. W.’s 69 kilovolt subtransmission may be made with the electric companies 
operating in northwest Missouri. Attached to this statement is a statement 
made on behalf of the Empire District Electric Co. and Missouri Public Service 
Co. with respect to the present status of negotiations between such companies 
and KAMO Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. 


ECONOMICS OF THE ARRANGEMENT 


The economics of this tentative arrangement have been, and still are, under 
intensive study by N. W. Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., Kansas City Power 
& Light Co., and the Department of Interior. It is obvious, however, that rates 
under which the cooperatives can survive and financial results which the com- 
panies can justify to regulatory bodies and their customers, can be achieved only 
through the execution of a satisfactory arrangement with the Department of 
Interior, embracing the following : 


1. Availability of hydroelectric energy. 


All calculations in suport of the tentative arrangement have been based on the 
assumption that hydroelectric power and energy will be delivered to N. W. at 
Bull Shoals in eri quantities to utilize substantially all of the capacity of 
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N, W.’s 154 kilovolt transmission line which is capable of transmitting approxi- 
mately 100 Mw under the indicated conditions of load distribution. Under their 
contracts with SPA, N. W., KAMO, and Springfield have commitments for 105 
Mw which would require at least 85 Mw of hydro net of the firm capacity 
of the Missouri City plant. 

N. W. and KAMO have incurred debts of over $30,000,000 for facilities built in 
reliance upon SPA’s commitments. No other customer or potential customer of 
SPA outside of Missouri has made comparable investments. The Congress has, 
in effect, directed the western Missouri companies to share the burden of those 
investments. In order for that burden to be borne by the cooperatives and the 
companies, hydro power and energy must be made available to the western Mis- 
souri coperatives in quantities sufficient to fully utilize their transmission facil- 
ities. The Department of Interior now has this matter under consideration. 


2. Price of hydroelectric energy 


The supply of an ample quantity of power to the western Missouri system 
will be of no help toward the solution of the Missouri problem if the price is 
excessive. Under most of the marketing arrangements it has made and proposed 
in the past, SPA assumed such a burden of transmission cost that it realized little 
or nothing for the hydroelectric energy at the reservoir sites. For example, under 
contracts with N. W., KAMO, Central, and Sho-Me, SPA would actually have 
paid more for the purchase of power, rental of transmission lines and the opera- 
tion and maintenance of such leased facilities, than the entire revenue from the 
power and energy sold to those cooperatives. It thus would have realized noth- 
ing whatever from the sale of the hydroelectric energy. Under the tentative 
urrangement between the Missouri cooperatives and the companies, the Govern- 
ment would be entirely relieved of the cost of operation and maintenance of 
transmisison facilities and the cost of purchased steam power. The coperatives 
would, in addition, be able to pay to the Government a reasonable price for the 
hydroelectric energy at Bull Shoals. That price is now under negotiation with 
the Department of the Interior. 


38. Government owned transmission facilities 


SPA through direct appropriations has acquired substations at Springfield, 
Clinton, and Carthage, Mo. Such facilities were constructed in contemplation 
of operation under SPA’s 40-year contracts with N. W. and KAMO. Also, SPA 
through direct appropriations constructed a 154 kilovolt line from Mansfield to 
Carthage, Mo. Without lease of the G & T transmission lines these facilities 
are useless to the Government, for such facilities cannot be operated by SPA in 
conjunction with any other facilities under the control of SPA. The G & T 
cooperatives in western Missouri have requested Interior to make such facilities 
available to the cooperatives for use in conjunction with facilities constructed 
by the cooperatives. This would facilitate the solution of the cooperatives’ 
problem in western Missouri and save the Government substantial unnecessary 
expenditures. SPA has requested an appropriation to cover the cost of operating 
and maintaining facilities under its control, of which a portion is allocable to 
the Springfield, Clinton, and Carthage substations and the 161 kilovolt line from 
Mansfield to Carthage. It is respectfully urged that this committee deny to 
Interior funds for the operation and maintenance of such facilities. 


CONCLUSION 


The electric utility companies in western Missouri contemplate that as soon 
as the Department of Interior is able (a) to assure hydroelectric power and 
energy for western Missouri in sufficient quantities and at a cost which the co- 
operatives and companies are able to absorb, and (0) to make available the 
substations at Springfield, Clinton, and Carthage, together with the 161 kilovolt 
line from Mansfield to Carthage, long-term agreements will be executed by 
the electric utility companies and the G & T cooperatives in western Missouri, 
Such long-term agreements will solve the cooperatives’ problem in western 
Missouri by allowing cooperatives to purchase preferentially their power and 
energy requirements at a cost at or below market value and will assure the 
electric utilities against destructive Federal competition, all of which “will not 
require the continued use of the continuing fund” and will reduce to a minimum 
Federal appropriations to cover the disposal of surplus hydroelectric power and 
energy produced at reservoir projects in the Southwestern Power area. 


42590—54—pt. 2——__59 


1660 


Mr. Arnorp. In addition, Mr. Sanford has a written statement. 
He will make an oral presentation which will simply highlight that 
written statement. I would like to have his written statement in- 
corporated in the record at this point. 

Mr. JensEN. Without objection it will be inserted in the record at 


this point. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF DupLEY SANFORD, VICE PRESIDENT AND ASSISTANT GENERAL 
MANAGER OF UNION Exxcrric Co., St. Louts, Mo. 


I am Dudley Sanford, vice president and assistant general manager of Union 
Electric Co., of Missouri, which has its principal office in St. Louis, Mo. I make 
this statement on behalf of the Union Electric Co. as well as on behalf of its 
subsidiary, Missouri Power & Light Co., which has its principal office in 
Jefferson City, Mo. 

Responding to the wishes of committees of both the House and the Senate as 
expressed last year in connection with the hearings and report on the Interior 
Department appropriation bill for fiscal 1954, the electric companies and the 
G & T cooperatives in the Southwest Power area have, since October 1953, 
been negotiating with each other toward the end of utilizing the generating 
and transmission facilities of the co-ops, and the hydro power available from 
SPA in the most economical manner and without the necessity of congressional 
appropriations. Such negotiations are being conducted on regional or system- 
area bases, and it is the purpose of this statement to apprize this subcommittee 
of the progress and status of such negotiations between Union Electric and 
Missouri Power & Light (hereinafter referred to as “the companies”) on the 
one hand and Central Electric Power Cooperative (hereinafter referred to as 
“Central’) on the other hand. I have personally conducted these negotiations 
on behalf of the companies and Mr. Truman Green, manager of Central, has 
represented Central. 

The Central facilities consist of : 

1. A 15,000 kilowatt single unit steam plant at Chamois, Mo. (approximately 
25 miles east of Jefferson City, Mo.) costing $4,000,000 ; 

2. A 161 kilovolt transmission line extending 183 miles from the Chamois plant 
to Bull Shoals Dam in Arkansas, together with three 161/69 kilovolt substations 
costing $5,800,000 ; and 

3. 328 miles of 69 kilovolt transmission lines radiating from the Chamois 
plant to the load centers of Central’s member distribution cooperatives, together 
with 20 related substations costing $4,100,000. 

The total cost of these facilities is $13,900,000, all of which was loaned to Central 
by REA and on which Central must meet interest and amortization payments. 
These payments, particularly those relating to the transmission facilities, are so 
large in relation to the load served that Central will be obliged, if operating 
independently, to collect from its members rates per kilowatt hour several mills 
greater than the rates at which cooperatives in the area can purchase power from 
the companies. 

It is in this background that negotiations between Central and the companies 
have been carried on. Our negotiations have been most agreeable and amicable 
and I am confident that the solution will be the same. The companies feel that 
we can work out an arrangement which will be mutually advantageous to Central 
and to ourselves. The basis of such an agreement will be the integration of 
power resources of the two systems so that the hydro power available to Central 
will be utilized in its most valuable form, viz., as peaking power. Within this 
framework of integration two possible plans are under discussion. 

The simplest and most direct plan, and the one which has received the most 
study contemplates that: 

(1) Central would continue to operate and maintain its Chamois plant, but 
would sell the entire output of the plant to the companies, who would schedule 
its operation ; 

(2) The companies would pay Central’s debt service on its REA loans and all 
of its operating and maintenance expense, taxes, insurance and other similar 
expenses on the plant; and 

(3) The companies would lease, operate, and maintain (a) Central’s 161 kilo- 
volt Bull Shoals-Chamois line together with the facilities to be furnished by 
Central to interconnect its 161 kilovolt line with the companies’ 138 kilovolt 


d 
q 
3 
4 
4 
q 
4 


1661 


system, (b) the 161/69 kilovolt substation at the Chamois plant, and (c) the 328 
miles of 69 kilovolt lines radiating from such plant. The companies in addition 
to bearing all of the operating and maintenance costs of these facilities would 
also pay fo Central a rental sufficient to cover the debt service payments on 
Central’s REA loans used to construct these facilities and any taxes, insurance 
premiums and other similar expenses Central would be obligated to pay as 
owner of such facilities. 

Under this plan, Central would purchase hydro power and energy from SPA 
at the 161 kilovolt bus at Bull Shoals. Such hydro power and energy would then 
be sold to the companies who would transmit the power and energy from Bull 
Shoals to the service area of the integrated company-Centra] system. The re- 
quirements of Central for serving its member cooperatives would at all times 
be satisfied from the total power and energy resources of the integrated system. 

As an alternate for the plan of complete integration as outlined above, Central 
has requested that the companies review an arrangement under which Central 
would lease to the companies only that capacity in its transmission facilities 
which is in excess of Central's requirements for the supply of its own members as 
contrasted to the plan described above under which the facilities themselves 
would be leased to the companies by Central. Other aspects of the plan would 
remain the same under the alternate proposal. 

Many advantages would accrue to Central as a result of the proposed integra- 
tion of facilities and resources. Among these advantages would be: 

(1) Realization of the maximum benefit of the hydro power purchased by 
using it as peaking power for the entire integrated system ; 

(2) Assurance of a firm power supply to Central and its members at a price 
which would reflect the value to the companies of (a) the hydro power made 
available for peaking purposes, and (b) the transmission facilities of Central 
imade available through the integration ; 

(3) Availability to Central of lowest cost power and energy through the inte- 
gration and scheduling of Central's single unit 15,000 kilovolt Chameis plant with 
the larger and more efficient plants of the companies’ system ; 

(4) The realization by Central of substantial rental revenues to lighten its 
financial burden by leasing to the companies the considerable surplus capacity 
in its transmission lines which now exists and will continue to exist for many 
years in the future. 

(5) Dependability of Central’s and its members’ power supply would be 
greatly increased by the interconnection of its system, which by itself is de- 
pendent on a single 161 kilovolt line 183 miles long and a single unit steam plant 
of 15,000 kilowatt, with the system of the companies, consisting of 1,500,000 
kilowatt generating capacity and more than adequate integrated transmission 
facilities. 

In addition to the advantages that would accrue to Central, SPA would, with- 
out the necessity of further expenditure of Federal funds, be assured of a market 
for such power and energy as may become available to Central from the Gov- 
ernment hydro plants in the area. 

The above matters represent generally, I believe, the areas of agreement in 
our negotiations to date. The companies believe the plan to be a sound one and 
one which can be mutually advantageous. This soundness and advantage can 
be attained, however, only if the mechanics, the details, of the plan are economic. 
And, before the plan can be judged economically it is necessary that a firm 
commitment be made by SPA to Central and by Central to the companies of the 
amount of power and energy available at Bull Shoals, the price thereof, and 
the duration of the commitment. Obviously, upon such information depends 
the answer to the question of whether or not the companies can justify the 
expenses to be accepted by them under the plan. Upon such information, also, 
depends the rate at which the companies can supply Central. One thing can 
be said—the companies’ studies indicate that a minimum of 70,000 to 80,000 
kilowatts delivered to Central’s 161 kilovolt line at Bull Shoals available for 
preferably 200 hours use per kilowatt of demand per month is necessary to 
make it possible for the companies to assume the proposed obligations and 
yet provide a rate which would enable Central to deliver power to its members 
at reasonable cost. 

In the light of the present negotiations between Central and the companies, 
I recommend to this committee that no funds be appropriated by the Congress 
for fiscal year 1955 to the Department of the Interior for the lease, operation 
or maintenance of Central's facilities. However, the companies recognize the 
need for, and therefore have no objection to, the appropriation of funds for (1) 
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the payment of service charges under wheeling agreements whereby SPA 
uses portions of Central’s transmission facilities to serve SPA’s own customers, 
and (2) intrim operations pending the physical interconnection of the facilities of 
Central and the companies and the beginning of operations under the contracts 
now in negotiation. Appropriations to the Department of the Interior for this 
latter purpose should, it seems to me, be expressly limited by appropriate 
language to a fixed interim period. 


Mr. Arnovp. Also present is Mr. Frank Shelton, assistant to the 
president of the Empire District Electric Co., who has prepared a 
statement with re ns to negotiations with the KAMO Supercoopera- 
tive, and I would like to have that made a part of the record. 

r. JENSEN. Without objection, it will made a part of the 
record at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY THE EMPIRE District Erecrric Co. AND MissourrI Pustic 
Service Co. 


This statement is submitted by the Empire District Electric Co. and Missouri 
Public Service Co., hereinafter referred to as the companies. 

The statement is to show the progress of the negotiation of a contract with 
KAMO Electric Cooperative, Inc., as a part of an arrangement with all of the 
so-called federated cooperatives or supercooperative in Missouri; and that the 
companies and other Missouri electric companies are diligently attempting to 
carry out the directions of Congress to effect contracts, sound economically, 
which would be to the best interest of consumers of REA distributing coopera- 
tives, the Government, and the electric companies in the area, and make it 
unnecessary for Congress to grant appropriations to Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration to acquire by lease-purchase payments electric facilities owned by 
the supercooperatives. 


1, Location and facilities of companies 

The Empire District Electric Co. serves all or a portion of 23 counties in the 
area where the States of Missouri, Kansas, Oklahoma, and Arkansas converge. 
The system of Hmpire is represented on the attached map by the solid black 
lin 


es. 

Missouri Public Service Co. is located in west central and west south central 
Missouri. The southern boundary of its territory adjoins that of Empire. Its 
integrated system is shown on the attached map by the dotted black lines. In 
such portion of its territory, Missouri Public Service Co. serves all or part of 
16 counties. 

Empire and Missouri Public Service have supplied all the requirements of 
the rural cooperatives in their respective service areas since the initial organ- 
ization of the cooperatives. At no time have the cooperatives failed to have 
available from the companies an adequate supply of electricity at reasonable 


2. Description of facilities and progrm of KAMO 

KAMO Electric Cooperative, Inc., is a transmission cooperative which in 1950 
received an additional loan of some $8 million from the Rural Electrification 
Administration for the construction of approximately 800 miles of transmission 
lines and related facilities in southeastern Kansas and southwestern Missouri, 
which were to be leased to and eventually acquired by the Southwestern Power 
Administration through 40-year lease-purchase contracts. When the contracts 
were consummated in 1950, it was expected by SPA that the money for the 
rental-acquisition payments would be secured from SI’A’s continuing fund 
without specific appropriation from the Congress. However, the Congress later 
so limited the use of the continuing fund as to require specific annual appropri- 
ations for such purposes. SPA was to use the KAMO transmission system to 
deliver Government hydropower to the members of KAMO at their load centers, 
with all of the costs of the KAMO system to be absorbed by SPA as part of 
its operation and maintenance expense. Prior to the starting of construction 
of the proposed KAMO lines in Kansas, the cooperatives, members of KAMO 
in that State, made new long-term contracts with the investor-owned electric 
companies, and the companies now understand that KAMO plans no lines in 
Kansas in the near future. One cooperative, a member of KAMO in Missouri, 
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made a new long-term contract with the Empire District Electric Co., and it 
is now understood that KAMO does not presently plan any transmission facilities 
for service to that cooperative. KAMO’s Missouri 69-kilovolt transmission 
system is shown in red on the attached map. It will be noted that the 69,000- 
volt system of KAMO generally traverses the service areas and largely duplicates 
in function the systems of the Empire District Electric Co. and Missouri Public 
Service Co. The 161,000-volt transmission line from Bull Shoals to Missouri 
Oity, constructed by N. W. Electric Power Cooperative, by means of which 
KAMO expects to receive Government hydropower, is shown in yellow on this 
map. 
8. 1953 Congressional Action 

The SPA 1954 budget request asked for the first appropriations for the rental 
and operation of the KAMO system, among others. While the first appropriation 
request asked only for $276,000 for rental on part of KAMO’s system for part of 
a year, it was apparent that, when KAMO’s entire system was built, SPA would 
require annual appropriations of approximately $550,000 for the rental, operation, 
maintenance, and acquisition costs on the KAMO system, and $8,500,000 annually 
for all the supercooperative systems in western Missouri. The payments to 
KAMO for lease-acquisition rentals for this system were to be made from SPA’s 
continuing fund. The House, in acting on SPA’s request, made no allowance for 
rentals of any supercooperative system, allowing only a relatively small amount 
of money for the purchase of power and wheeling charges under existing power 
contracts. The Senate increased the appropriations, making $2 million available 
for the payment for rental of facilities and the purchase of power for 8 months 
ending February 1954. The Senate committee report * requested that the Secre- 
tary of Interior, representatives of REA cooperatives, 2nd representatives of the 
power companies in the area give consideration to making such arrangements 
(i. e., power marketing contracts) which would not require the use of the cor- 
tinuing fund. 

The conferees recommended $1,200,000 in lieu of the House and Senate appro- 
priations, but gave the following instructions * in the statement of the managers 
on the part of the House: 


“None of the funds allowed are to be used for the purpose of implementing exist- 
ing contracts with REA cooperatives which provide for the lease-purchase of 
transmission or generating facilities. The funds may be used only for the pur- 
chase of electric power and energy and the payment of wheeling service charges 
at rates and in amounts comparable to those paid in the Southwestern Power 
Administration area under existing contracts based only on use value received 
with no additional allowance for purchase or lease of facilities. Such arrange- 
ments may be made with REA cooperatives in the area but no funds for this 
purpose are to be available after February 28, 1954.” 


In interpreting this language and the action of the conferees, the Honorable 
Ben Jensen, chairman of the Interior Department Subcommittee of the House, 
who was also chairman of the House conferees, stated, among other things: * 

“This 8-month period is more than ample time for the REA’s the private utili- 
ties, and the Southwestern Administration to develop new contracts for supplying 
the requirements of all preference customers and others.” 


4. Meeting of cooperatives and companies 

On October 1, 1953, after interim 8-month contracts between SPA and the 
supercooperatives had been consummated, providing for the transmission of power 
over the systems of the cooperatives which had been completed and were in use 
by that time, representatives of the investor-owned companies in the Southwestern 
area met with representatives of the supercooperatives whose contracts were 
rendered inoperative by congressional action, to discuss the situation. The com- 
panies were requested to submit plans and proposals whereby the facilities of 
the cooperatives would be made useful, to the mutual advantage of the coopera- 
tives and the companies. Committees were formed to facilitate the exchange of 
information and to carry on negotiations. It was agreed that, since the problems 
of each of the cooperatives were slightly different, it would be better for informa- 
tion to be exchanged and negotiations to be carried on in smaller groups, composed 


+8. Rept. No. 445, 88d Cong., 1st sess. 
; i. Rept. No, 947, 88d Cong., 1st sess. 
Congressional Record, July 27, 1953, p. 10170. 
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of representatives of the individual cooperatives and representatives of the com- 
panies in whose service areas the cooperatives were located. To facilitate nego- 
tiations with N. W. Electric Power Cooperative, in which KAMO and the com- 
p2nies, as well as other companies, are interested, it was agreed that Mr. W. L. 
Porter of Kansas City Power & Light would represent the companies. It is pro- 
posed that the final contract with N. W. will provide for the use by SPA of the 
N. W. line from Bull Shoals to Springfield to deliver the amount of power specified 
in SPA’s contract with the city of Springfield. Mr. Carl J. Mason of Missouri 
Public Service Co. and Mr. F. H. Shelton of the Empire District Electric Co. were 
selected to represent the respective companies in the exchange of information and 
negotiations with KAMO. 


5, Negotiations between KAMO and companies 

Representatives of KAMO and the companies met in Springfield, Mo., on Oc- 
tober 9, 1953; in Joplin, Mo., on October 16, 1953; and in Vinita, Okla., on No- 
vember 20, 1953. Representatives of the companies were furnished with extensive 
information on the proposed transmission facilities of KAMO, their costs, and 
load estimates. Because of the interest of KAMO in the northwest line, the 
companies held no further discussions with KAMO for a while, in the hope that 
the northwest line situation would be satisfactorily solved. Representatives of 
KAMO indicated a preference for an arrangement whereby KAMO would con- 
tinue to operate and maintain its own system separately, with KAMO and the 
companies each buying power from and selling power to and wheeling power 
for the other. However, after careful consideration it was concluded by the 
companies that the transmission system of KAMO could be put to the best use 
by integrating it with the systems of the companies and that such would be the 
most beneficial to the rural customers of the cooperatives and the companies, 
and at a meeting in Joplin on February 2, 1954, this plan was presented orally 
to representatives of KAMO. 


6. Companies’ proposal to KAMO 

Following this meeting, companies made a written proposal to KAMO as 
definite as can presently be made. Insofar as the companies know, the proposal 
is being considered by KAMO. A copy of this proposal, dated February 5, 1954, 
is attached. The essential features of the proposal are: 

(a) Companies wili iease-operate the 69-kilovolts facilities of KAMO in Mis- 
souri, integrating them with similar facilities of the companies. 

(6) KAMO will retain ownership of the facilities, with companies paying 
to KAMO as rental all sums of money required for interest, amortization, and 
general expenses on the system. 

(c) Companies will défray all costs of operation, maintenance, and replace- 
ment of the system, so that, at the expiration of the lease period, the system 
could be turned back to KAMO in good condition, subject only to ordinary wear 
and tear. 

(d) The entire capacity of the KAMO system would be reserved for KAMO’s 
future growth. Any capacity not needed for serving KAMO’s needs would be 
available for companies’ use. The additional facilities required for load growth 
or changes in requirements would be supplied by companies if KAMO is un- 
willing to do so. 

(e) Companies would supply all of the electric power requirements of the 
member cooperatives of KAMO. 

(1) For the amount of power that is available from the Government 
through the northwest 161,000-volt line, companies would charge an overall 
rate covering the cost of Government power, supplementary steam energy, 
and all transmission costs, including losses. 

(2) As an alternate to this, companies would transmit power for KAMO 
over this system for a wheeling charge. 

(3) Any power requirements of KAMO or its members in excess of that 
Government power available through the 161,000-volt northwest line, would 
be supplied by companies from their own resources, at 4 rate to be agreed 
upon and approved by the Federal Power Commission. 

Under the companies’ plan, the following benefits would be realized: 

(a) The member cooperatives of KAMO and their respective consumers would 
be definitely assured of a long-term power supply, which would include all power 
available from Government hydro projects, and at the same time assure future 
power sources in case available hydro sources should not be adequate to meet 
such future needs. Thus the security of the power supply to rural cooperatives 
is assured. 
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(b) The advantages of the price of Government hydropower are passed on 
directly to KAMO and its member cooperatives. Such hydropower, and the 
necessary supplemental steam-generated energy from the most economic com- 
panies’ sources, makes available to KAMO and its member cooperatives the 
lowest possible rates. 

(c) The payment by the companies of all debt service on KAMO’s REA loans 
(for Missouri system only), together with all operating, maintenance, and re- 
placement costs, relieves KAMO and its member cooperatives in Missouri from 
the possible severe effects of loss of farm business from time to time and the 
consequence of droughts or other economic factors which may adversely affect 
the stability of farm business. Thus the likelihood of KAMO having to increase 
its rates to its member cooperatives at inopportune times is minimized. 

(d) New loads, wherever located, would be served from the nearest facilities, 
regardless of ownership, thereby avoiding the cost of duplicating facilities. 

(e) The continuity of service would be improved, because of the mutual 
strengthening of the systems. 

(f) Since KAMO’s transmission facilities traverse the areas where companies 
already have operating and maintenance crews established, the operation and 
maintenance of KAMO’s system can be performed by these existing crews, thus 
saving the large expense of additional duplicate operating and maintenance 
crews. 

The acceptance of companies’ proposal to KAMO would result in large eco- 
nomic advantages to the cooperatives who are members of KAMO, and their rural 
customers, because the benefits of integration with the companies’ systems would 
be realized, at the same time preserving the advantages that are present in the 
price at which the Government hydro is sold, and in the low interest rates that 
the Rural Electrification Administration charges for Rural Electrification loans. 
The proposal made by companies to KAMO, and the arrangements contemplated 
between the electric companies in Missouri and the other supercooperatives, pro- 
vides the only plan under which the customers of the distributing cooperatives 
can be assured of an adequate power supply upon a sound economic basis with- 
out a substantial loss to the United States. 


Fesrvuary 5, 1954. 
KAMO ELeEcrric CoopERATIVE, INC., 
P.O. Drawer 312, 
Vinita, Okla. 
(Attention: Mr. Rex BE. Dewey, general manager.) 


GENTLEMEN: Pursuant to the understanding reached at our conference on 
February 2, 1954, we are herewith submitting a proposal covering the lease- 
operation by the Empire District Electric Co. and Missouri Public Service Co. 
of your Missouri 69-kilovolt transmission line and substation facilities. It is 
intended that the proposal embrace the general principles discussed at our 
conference, and at the same time be as specific as is possible, in the light of the 
present state of the negotiations on the cost of power from the northwest 161- 
kilovolt line. Where the outline in this letter is different from those principles 
discussed at our conference, the intent is to meet the suggestions advanced by 
your representatives. Where points in our proposal may appear indefinite, we 
are sure you will realize that such indefiniteness would be eliminated after 
further negotiation and upon drafting a final contract. We believe you also 
realize that our conferences have not yet settled all details which are of second- 
ary importance with respect to agreement on basic principles. 

The following proposals are made by the Empire District Electric Co. and 
Missouri Public Service Co. : 

1. The companies propose to lease, operate, maintain, and make necessary 
property replacements of KAMO’s 69-kilovolt transmission line and substation 
system in Missouri. (For the definitive contract, an exhibit would show what 
property and facilities are to be leased.) Such 69-kilovolt system of KAMO 
would be interconnected with the 69-kilovolt systems of the companies. KAMO’s 
69-kilovolt system would be interconnected initially with Empire’s system at or 
near the following points: 

(a) Springfield, Mo., at the SPA 69-kilovolt bus. 

(b) Greenfield, Mo. 

(c) Neosho, Mo. 
KAMO’s 69-kilovolt system would be interconnected initially with Missouri 
Public Service system at or near the following points: 

(a) Clinton, Mo., at the SPA 69-kilovolt bus. 

(b) Nevada, Mo. 
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The details of the initial interconnections listed above, including that part of 
the construction cost, if any, to be borne by KAMO, will be agreed upon and 
included in the final contract. The lease rental payments would be adjusted to 
compensate KAMO proportionately for additional construction cost borne by it. 

The companies would from time to time make, at their own expense, additional 
interconnections and load connections so as to make available to the companies 
the excess capacity of the KAMO system. 

The companies agree to make such replacements of property units as may be 
required to preserve the integrity of KAMO’s transmission system. The com- 
panies would supply to the management of KAMO semiannual statements of 
property units replaced. If any differences between KAMO and the companies 
arise as to the adequacy of such replacements, then the matter would be settled 
by reference to the arbitrating agency hereinafter proposed. 

It is understood that the identity of KAMO’s system would be preserved, so 
that it can be returned to KAMO at the termination of the contract. 

2. The companies propose a term of lease sufficient to enable KAMO to pay 
interest on and retire its present indebtedness to REA. In the light of present 
information available, it appears that approximately 35 years will be required 
for such debt retirement and, accordingly, the companies hereby propose a term 
of 35 years. 

3. The Empire District Electric Co. and Missouri Public Service Co. will agree 
to pay to KAMO as rental for such 69-kilovolt facilities (on a schedule of pay- 
ments to be agreed upon) a sum of money sufficient to enable KAMO to pay 
interest on and repay its indebtedness to REA on the Missouri system. In addi- 
tion to such debt service payments, the sum of money paid by the companies will 
also cover all property insurance, ad valorem taxes, and such other general office 
= as may be properly attributable to the Missouri 69-kilovolt system of 

MO. 

Should an additional delivery point, or increased substation capacity, or addi- 
tional transmission facilities become necessary to meet the load requirements 
of KAMO’s member cooperatives, such additional delivery point, such increased 
capacity, or such additional transmission facilities will be provided by KAMO, 
and the rental payments made by the companies will be appropriately increased. 
In the event KAMO is unwilling or unable to make such additional investment, 
the respective company will do so, and the charges for power deliver over such 
facilities will be appropriately increased. 

The companies will also bear their direct costs of operating, maintaining, and 
all replacements (other than for reasons of inadequacy) of the 69-kilovot system, 
as presently constituted or as subsequently extended. 

4. The entire capacity of KAMO’s 69-kilovolt system will be reserved for 
supplying KAMO’s contract requirements of its member cooperatives. It is 
understood that, during the interim between the date a lease-operation contract 
may be consummated and the time KAMO requires all of the capacity of its 
System to serve the loads referred to above, the companies may utilize any excess 
line capacity for transmitting their own loads. The transmission of any com- 
pany loads must be so scheduled as to not interfere in any way with the adequacy 
of service, including proper voltage levels, rendered by KAMO to any of its 
member cooperatives. 

It is recognized by KAMO and the companies that the transmission capacity 
of KAMO’s 69-kilovolt system may vary with the manner in which loads are 
distributed throughout such system, as well as the location of power supplies into 
the 69-kilovolt system. The maximum capacity of the system will, therefore, 
be dependent upon the magnitude and distribution of KAMO’s loads at some 
future date. When it becomes necessary to make such determination, the 
operating committee, hereinafter proposed, will give proper consideration to the 
loads as they may exist at the time, and make such calculations and network 
analyses as may be necessary for the determination. 

It is further understood that, during emergencies in either the KAMO or 
company systems, the companies will make maximum utilization of all facilities 
to maintain service to all consumers served from such combined systems. 

5. It is understood between the companies and KAMO that each party agrees, 
insofar as such agreement is not in conflict with the law, not to use the subject 
69-kilovolt facilities to serve loads which are now served or which would normally 
be served by the other party to the agreement. 

6. The companies agree to deliver to KAMO, at the various 69-kilovolt step- 
down substations, all of the electric power requirements of its member coopera- 
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tives for the term of the lease-operation agreement, at rates as hereinafter pro- 
vided. It is understood that the electric power for KAMO will be initially and 
principally supplied from the Bull Shoals-Missouri City 161-kilovolt line. 

(a) For the power that is available to the companies for KAMO’s needs from 
the NW 161-kilovolt Bull Shoals-Missouri City line, the rate, including the cost 
of Government: hydro power, supplementary steam energy, and transmission 
charges, including losses, will approximate — mills per kilowatt-hour at 50 per- 
cent load factor. (As soon as the rate for power available to the companies froin 
the + dl owe is determined the rate per kilowatt-hour in this paragraph can be 
(a.1) As an alternative to (a) above, companies would accept delivery of 

KAMO’s power from the NW line and redeliver it, less losses, to KAMO at 
the stepdown substations, for a wheeling charge of 2 mills per kilowatt-hour 
delivered. 

(b) In the event KAMO’s members require more’power than the amount avail- 
able from the NW line, or should power from the NW line become unavailable 
for KAMO, then in either event the companies will furnish the required amount 
of power capacity and accompanying energy at rates to be negotiated, subject to 
approval of the Federal Power Commission. 

(ce) These rates will be subject to renegotiation between the parties at the 
end of the first 10 years, and each 5 years thereafter. Upon failure to reach agree- 
ment on such renegotiation, the matter shall be subject to the arbitration pro- 
cedure to be provided. 

7. Operating committee: The contract would provide for an operating commit- 
tee to administer the details of the contract, and to represent the managements 
of the parties in all matters pertaining to the use of the KAMO system by the 
companies and the supply of power to members of KAMO. The authority of 
representation of KAMO will be equal to that of the representation of the com- 
panies, and all decisions of the operating committee must be unanimous. In 
event of failure to agree upon any matter, it would be referred to the respective 
managements of the parties, and upon further failure to agree, the matter would 
be submitted to arbitration. 

8. Arbitration: The contract would provide for a board of arbitration in event 
of inability of the parties to agree upon any question arising under the contract. 
The decisions of such board would be final and binding on the parties. 

We desire to point out that all details of a definitive contract have not been 
covered in this proposal letter. Where omission of such details raises questions 
in your mind, we will appreciate your letting us know, in order that we may have 
an opportunity to answer your questions. Companies are willing and anxious 
to incorporate, so far as is practicable, any and all wishes of KAMO. 

We have carefully considered the suggestions made in your letter of December 
21, 1953, and repeated in your letter of February 3, 1954, that we make a pro- 
posal concerning the integration of the KAMO system with those of the com- 
panies, with KAMO operating and maintaining the system. It is our present 
conclusion that the relatively small amount of benefits which would accrue to 
either party in such circumstances, because of the costs and problems incident 
to divided operation of the 69-kilovolt systems, would prevent the realization 
of the economies which could be effected through our proposal. 

We sincerely request that, if KAMO is willing to consider the type of proposal 
outlined herein, it designate a representative or representaitves to act jointly 
with representatives of companies in the preparation of a draft of a definitive 
contract. 

Yours very truly, 
THe Emptre Distraicr Evecrric Co., 
F. H. SHettTon, 
Assistant to President. 
Missourr Pusiic Service Co., 
Cart J. Mason, 
Vice President, Operations. 


Mr. Arnorp. There is present today Mr. Ray W. Call, vice presi- 
dent of Missouri Utilities Co., who has made a statement in regard to 
the M. and A. negotiations, and I would like to have that statement 
inserted in the record at this point. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at 
this point. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


JOINT STATEMENT OF Ray W. Cai 
FoR Missournt UTILiTies Co. AND FOR ARKANSAS-MISSOURI PowER Co. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Ray W. Call. I 
reside in Cape Girardeau, Mo., and am vice president of Missouri Utilities Co. 
with headquarters in the same city. 

The purpose of this statement is to describe to the committee the electric 
power situation in southeast Missouri and northeast Arkansas. This is a joint 
statement for Missouri Utilities Co. and for Arkansas-Missouri Power Co. 
The area in question is served by Missouri Utilities Co. in the northern portion 
of southeast Missouri and by Arkansas-Missouri Power Co. in the southern 
portion of southeast Missouri and in northeast Arkansas. 

Arkansas-Missouri Power Co. serves the entire power requirements of REA 
cooperatives within its service area, the peak load supplied by Ark-Mo being in 
excess of 18,000 kilowatts in 1953. Prior to completion of M. and A. Power 
Cooperative’s present system, Missouri Utilities Co. served the entire power 
requirements of REA cooperative in its service area. The two companies have 
always been able and willing to supply the entire power requirements of REA 
cooperatives within their service area. 

In 1948 the cooperatives in the area formed the M. and A. Power Cooperative 
and secured a loan from the Rural Electrification Administration in the amount 
of $3 million to build a 10,000 kilowatt diesel-electric generating station and 
approximately 144 miles of 69 kilovolt transmission lines, with substations, to 
serve part of the requirements of three of the member cooperatives. Subse- 
quently, an additional 90 miles of 69-kilovolt line and associated substations, have 
been built by member cooperatives at a cost of $864,000 and taken over by 
M. and A. by debt assumption. At the same time the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration secured an appropriation from Congress to build 155 miles of 
154-kilovolt transmission line from Norfork, Arkansas to Essex, Missouri with 
substation facilities to connect with the M. and A. 69-kilovolt system. This line 
cost the Government $1,800,000 and the substation approximately $1,000,000 
or a total of approximately $2,800,000. To date, the Government, through the 
two agencies, has spent over $6,800,000 to supply a load of approximately 10,000 
kilowatts, all of which is within the service area of Missouri Utilities Co. and 
which has caused reduction in use of capacity of Missouri Utilities Co. The load 
now supplied by M. and A. to members receiving service from it is approximately 
10,000 kilowatts. So far as can be determined, the rate paid for electric power 
by M. and A. members receiving service from M. and A. is 12.4 mills per kilowatt- 
hour at 50 percent load factor. 

Nine cooperatives originally formed the M. and A. Cooperative, but it appears 
that only eight are presently participating members. The M. and A. system 
originally contemplated coverage of a much greater area than is served by the 
presently constructed transmission system. As previously stated, the present 
69-kilovolt systems serves only 3 members. The remaining five receive service 
principally from Arkansas-Missouri Power Co. 

We estimate that more than $4 million additional would be required to con- 
struct 69-kilovolt transmission lines and substations to serve the five members 
of M. and A. not now receiving service from M. and A. Additional generating 
facilities would also be required. Additional generating capacity of not less 
than 20,000-kilowatts would be required and this would cost about $3,500,000. 
None of this additional expenditure is necessary since the members are already 
receiving an ample supply of electric power from the existing suppliers, and 
these suppliers are ready and willing to continue to supply the requirements of 
the members. 

Early last year the two companies were approached by a committee from 
M. and A. suggesting that the companies integrate all facilities of M. and A. and 
of the companies on a lease operation basis and that the integrated area secure 
peaking capacity over the SPA Norfolk-Essex line. Numerous meetings were 
held to draft a contract, including two meetings at which SPA representatives 
were present. On January 4, 1954, the 2 companies submitted a firm proposal 
to M. and A. which would allow all member cooperatives (including the 5 not 
heing presently served from the M. and A, system) to receive any benefits of 
Federal hydro power and energy through integration of facilities and without 
the Government spending any additional funds. 
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Briefly stated, the proposal made by the companies is as follows: 

1. The companies would enter into a long-term lease with M. and A. for the 
69-kilovolt transmission and substation facilities and would operate and main- 
tain such facilities. Lease payments would be made sufficient to enable M. and 
A. to meet its loan payments as they become due and to pay insurance, taxes, 
and other such expenses. 

2. M. and A. would continue to operate and maintain the 10,000-kilowatt 
diesel generating plant (on schedule supplied by companies) and the companies 
would buy the entire output of the plant at a rate sufficient to enable M. and A. 
to operate and maintain the plant and meet loan payments as they become due 
and to pay insurance, taxes, and other such expenses. 

3. Power and energy in the amount of 30,000 kilowatts, which is the approxi- 
mate load of members now supplied by M. and A. and by Ark-Mo, would be 
obtained from SPA and taken into the integrated system, subject to dispatching 
by the companies. Benefits of SPA hydro peaking power accruing to companies 
would be passed on to M. and A. members. 

4. The entire power requirements of the M. and A. members would ‘be supplied 
by the companies, either from the M. and A. 69-kilovolt system or from the 
companies’ transmission systems. The rate proposed by the companies, based 
on obtaining 30,000 kilowatt and 200 hours’ use, from SPA at schedule A rate 
would result in an average cost to M. and A. members of 9.31 mills per kilowatt- 
hour at 50 percent load factor. This rate is less than M. and A. members 
presently served from the M. and A. system are now paying. 

5. The companies will perform for M. and A. its obligation to transmit power 
for SPA to certain municipalities now under contract with SPA. 

It is not necessary for the Government to spend any additional money, either 
through SPA or M. and A., to make Government-owned hydro power available 
to the cooperatives and to the municipalities already under contract with SPA. 
The companies are able and willing to make this power available to such pre- 
ferred customers. 

There appears to be general agreement between the companies and M. and A.; 
however, the cooperatives have made no reply to the companies’ January 4 
proposal. If the cooperatives are willing, a contract between the companies 
and M. and A. can be completed and executed and the rate exactly stated just 
as soon as SPA makes a definite commitment of the amount of power it will 
make available and the price it will charge for such power. 


Mr. Arnotp. There is present today Mr. Walter B. Gesell, vice presi- 
dent of the Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co., who has pr epared a state- 
ment with respect to negotiations with Western Farmers Electric 
Cooperative in the State of Oklahoma, and he has also prepared 
another statement in regard to certain requests made in the budget 
by the Southwestern Power Administration. I ask that the two state- 
ments be inserted in the record at this point. 

Mr. Arnotp. There is present today Mr. Walter B. Gesell, vice presi- 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, they will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT oF WALTER B. GESELIL CONCERNING THE BupGer REQUESTS OF THE 
INTERIOR DEPARTMENT FOR THE SOUTHWESTERN AREA FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1955 


My name is Walter B. Gesell. I live in Oklahoma City and I am vice presi- 
dent in charge of operations of the Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. This statement 
supplements other statements by representatives of the electric companies in 
the southwest area and relates to requested appropriations of the Interior De- 
partment for the Southwestern Power Administration. My statement will be 
confined to a discussion of but two items in the budget of this agency for the 
year 1955. 

1. The amount requested for the operation and maintenance program of the 
Southwestern Power Administration for the fiscal year 1955 is $1,550,000; of 
this amount $75,000 is requested for power-marketing expense. The explanation 
of the duties under “power marketing” is as follows: 


“Power marketing. This includes: (a) Negotiations of new and revised 
power contracts; (b) development of wholesale power rates; and, (¢) analysis 
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- transmission facility requirements based on load forecasts and economic 
easibility.” 

The amount requested by the Department is smaller than previously requested. 
The question arises as to whether it is small enough. As will be shown later, 
the Southwestern Power Administration has already sold or earmarked for 
sale all of the hydroelectric power available to it for a period of some years. 
In this situation, there will be no new contracts for additional customers for 
some time. Consequently, the marketing activities must, of necessity, be sharply 
curtailed. It would seem that a substantial reduction in the budget request 
can be made. 

2. Under the general heading of “Construction, Southwestern Dawes Admin- 
istration” a request is made for $605,000 for the fiscal year 1955. The explana- 
tion for this item is as follows: 

“The 1955 program provides for service facilities to connect new customers 

to the existing system and contemplates completion of the Administration’s 
participation in the Arkansas-White and Red River Basins survey.” 
It is obvious from what has happened since the budget was prepared, that 
there can be little money expended for service facilities to connect new customers 
to existing system. This conclusion is obvious from an examination of the letters 
recently directed by the Administrator of the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion to all customers of the Government served from its system. These letters 
state that the Government hydroelectric power has been completely absorbed 
and that each customer will now be restricted, as far as the Government supply 
to it is concerned, to the amount of power which the Government is now 
obligated to deliver to it, and that the customer will now be required to look 
elsewhere for a supplemental supply. As an example, a copy of the letter 
directed to the city of Clarksville, Ark., is included here. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
SoUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION, 
Tulsa, Okla., February 3, 1954. 


Crry or CLARKSVILLE, 
Clarksville, Ark. 
(Attention: The Mayor.) 

GENTLEMEN: The electric service agreement dated April 9, 1951, between the 
city of Clarksville and the Southwestern Power Administration (Ispa—427) 
specifies that the Government is obligated to furnish the municipality 1,200 
kilowatts of power and such accompanying energy as the municipality may 
require. At the present time the actual demand of the city of Clarksville is 
960 kilowatts. 

Under section 3 (a) of the said Agreement additional power requirements of 
the Municipality will be supplied by the Government only if the Government has 
such capacity available. We regret very much to advise you that the Government 
does not now have available for this purpose any additional power capacity. 

In light of the foregoing, this letter will serve to inform the municipality that, 
until additional power capacity is available to this Administration for this 
purpose, any future increase in the municipality’s power requirements, above 
that specified in the said agreement, must be supplied from some source other 
than the Government. 

The power and energy supplied to the city of Clarksville by the Government 
is transmitted over the facilities of the Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. This 
arrangement provides the municipality with one possible source of supply for 
future increases in its power requirements. 

We are sorry that the city of Clarksville cannot depend upon this Administra- 
tion as a source of supply for its entire power requirements. We want to 
assure you, however, that we will cooperate in every possible way to assist 
you in working out arrangements to secure from some other source any additional 
power capacity that the city of Clarksville may require. 

Very truly yours, 
Doveras G. WriaAt, Administrator. 


Until more hydroelectric power is available from Government dams in the 
area, which will be at least several years hence, there will be no extensions 
necessary to serve new customers of the Government, since there can be no new 
customers. If the only purpose of the $605,000 fund is to provide facilities to 
connect new customers to the existing system, then it seems unlikely that there 
is need for any of it at all. 
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History or NEGOTIATIONS BETWEEN WESTERN FARMERS ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE AND 
OKLAHOMA GAs & ELECTRIC Co. AND Pusiic Service Co. of OKLAHOMA 


The completion of the steam electric station of the Western Farmers Electric 
Cooperative, together with the completion of a large portion of its transmission 
system, brought into the foreground the need for some integration of the power 
generating and transmission facilities of the cooperative with the systems of the 
companies operating in the area, which are the Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. 
and the Public Service Co. of Oklahoma. Early in 1953 and prior to the period 
of operation of the cooperative, several meetings between representatives of the 
companies and the cooperative had taken place and the possibilities of some 
arrangements for mutual cooperation had been explored. There seemed to be 
a lack of interest on the part of the cooperative’s management in any arrange- 
ments except those of a temporary or short time nature. 

Serious negotiations stemmed from area meetings between representatives 
of the generating and transmission cooperatives in Missouri and Oklahoma 
and the electric companies in the same area, brought about by a letter from 
Mr. John BE. Buck, chairman of a joint committee of generation and transmission 
coops in Oklahoma and Missouri, which was dated September 16, 1953, and 
which suggested an initial meeting at Springfield, },0., on October 1. The 
October 1 meeting was followed by one on October 9, also in Springfield. At 
the two meetings, the possibility of integration contracts between the generation 
and transmission cooperatives and the electric companies was confirmed, and 
general principles discussed which could form the basis for such contracts. 
Following the second Springfield meeting, it was concluded that the best progress 
toward integration contracts could be made by the individual generation and 
transmission’s dealing directly with the companies that were operating in the 
same general area. It was, therefore, agreed that Western Farmers Electric 
Cooperative and the two Oklahoma companies would commence discussions 
looking toward an integration contract. 

On the way back to Oklahoma from the October 9 meeting in Springfield, 
Mr. L. R. Burrow, manager of the Western Farmers Electric Cooperative, stated 
that he was preparing some information which he felt would be needed in our 
negotiations and that in about 2 weeks he would be ready to meet with us in an 
initial direct negotiation conference. After a lapse of something more than 2 
weeks, representatives of the companies learned that Mr. Burrow was in the 
hospital with a serious and continuing illness, and he has not been available 
since for conference purposes. Representatives of the companies, on several 
occasions during November, made efforts to resume negotiations but, doubtiess 
due to the absence of the manager, these were ineffectual. At last, on November 
20, Mr. Lane, president of the Publie Service Co., received a letter from Mr. 
Templeton, president of the cooperative, containing a statement of principles 
on which the cooperative management was willing to begin negotiation with 
the companies. The principles set out are, as follows: 

“(1) We shall complete our system as presently planned. 

“(2) We would operate and maintain our Anadarko and Woodward plants and 
transmission system. 

“(3) We will operate our Anadarko steam plant and our Woodward diesel 
plant at an annual load factor of 85 percent and deliver all this power and 
energy, together with a quantity of power and energy to be purchased from the 
Southwestern Power Administration to you for a price to be mutually agreed 
upon. 

“(4) Your company could dispatch the Southwestern Power Administration 
power and energy and that to be generated at our plants pursuant to your orders 
subject to certain necessary minimum operating requirements. 

“(5) We would purchase from your company the power and energy required 
by our customers at the points of interconnection, which power and energy 
would be delivered by us over our transmission system. 

“(6) We would deliver power and energy over our transmission system to 
company points of delivery as mutually agreed upon for a wheeling fee to be 
determined. 

“(7) New points of delivery required by our member cooperatives would be 
made available from our system or from your facilities, whichever would 
result in the greater economy and better service by mutual agreement. 

“(8) The term of the contract would be subject to negotiations, except we 
reserve the right to terminate the contract at any time if any regulatory body 
takes action which would require your altering the terms of the contract.” 
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The companies replied that each of them was willing to enter into negotia- 
tions and suggested the fixing of a date for conference. This conference was 
set at a date suggested by the cooperative, December 18. The meeting was held 
in Tulsa. At the meeting, there was considerable discussion of the principles 
reproduced above from Mr. Templeton’s letter. Among other things, it was 
mentioned that probably considerable benefit to the cooperative could be estab- 
lished if it would defer, at least for a period of years, the construction of certain 
transmission lines not yet started. It was also mentioned that in arranging 
to buy power from the cooperative a basis for the purchase could be developed 
so that instead of operating the Anadarko and Woodward plants at 85 percent 
annual load factor, only such energy would be produced there as could be done 
economically giving consideration to lower cost plants on the electric companies’ 
systems. The cooperative’s representatives at the meeting stated that they would 
be glad to study such arrangements. 

At the Tulsa meeting, plans were made for a meeting with the cooperative’s 
engineers and engineers representing the electric companies. This meeting was 
held in Oklahoma City on December 22. The possibilities of connecting the 
companies’ systems to the cooperative’s system at various points were discussed. 
Other problems, such as metering arrangements, were also discussed, Following 
the Oklahoma City meeting, the engineering departments of the two companies 
separately carried out studies to determine the best means of physical integration. 

On December 28, Mr. Templeton, president of the cooperative, addressed letters 
to each of the companies asking them to outline a statement of objectives which 
they would find acceptable in a proposed agreement. The companies, in separate 
letters dated January 15, 1954, discussed the set of principles (reproduced above) 
in Mr. Templeton’s earlier letter with changes which were suggested at the Tulsa 
meeting. These letters adopted, in the main, the principles presented by the 
cooperative and showed that there were no important issues to keep the parties 
apart. On January 27, a representative of the company called Mr. Neeley, acting 
manager of the cooperative, to ascertain what the status of the matter then was, 
and was told that we would shortly receive a reply. On February 8, the compa- 
nies received a letter, dated February 3, from Mr. Templeton, acknowledging 
receipt of the companies’ letters and making a few qualifying comments. 

In the meantime, the Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. had developed a draft of 
contract, which it believes is drawn in accordance with the principles previously 
discussed between the parties. The companies agreed that the draft should be 
presented to the cooperative as a starting point in negotiation. Each party, 
doubtless, will want to suggest changes to it. It is a contract draft in form only 
without pricing of rates and benefits. This can best be done in conference. Two 
copies of the contract draft were transmitted to Mr. Templeton on February 10. 
The hope was expressed in the letter of transmittal that early conferences can 
be arranged. 

It is to be hoped that we will proceed more rapidly. A great deal of time has 
elapsed in these negotiations but it is realized that the unfortunate illness of 
Mr. Burrow has been the principal factor in the delay. 


Mr. Arnotp. The last statement prepared is a statement that I have 
written, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Norrell, with respect to the continuing 
fund statute, and I would like to say that that statement also be 
incorporated in the record, if I may. 

at JeNsEN. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at 
this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD L. ARNOLD, GENERAL COUNSEL, SOUTH WESTERN 
GAS & ELECTRIC CO, 


In the report of the Senate Committee on Appropriations for Interior for fiscal 
year 1954 the following appears: “It is the desire of the committee that the Secre- 
tary [of the Interior], representatives of the cooperatives and representatives 
of the power companies in the area immediately give consideration to making 
such arrangements that will not require the continued use of the continuing 
fund.” The conferees of the House and Senate who recommended an appropria- 
tion of $1,200,000 in lieu of the figures previously recommended by the separate 
Houses included the following instructions in the statement of the House 
managers explaining the conferees’ action : 
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“None of the funds allowed are to be used for the purpose of implementing 
existing contracts with REA cooperatives which provide for the lease-purchase of 
transmission or generating facilities. The funds may be used only for the pur- 
chase of electric power and energy and the payment of wheeling service charges 
at rates and in amounts comparable to those paid in the Southwestern Power 
Administration area under existing contracts based only on use value received 
with no additional allowance for purchase or lease of facilities. Such arrange- 
ments may be made with REA cooperatives in the area but no funds for this 
purpose are to be available after February 28, 1954.” 

From these pronouncements it is our understanding that you may desire in 
the measure now being considered to amend the continuing fund statute of 
Southwestern Power Administration insofar as the same purportedly authorizes 
payments for the purchase of electric power and energy and rentals for the use of 
transmission facilities. This opinion is borne out by the fact that at page 718 
of the budget for the fiscal year 1955 under the heading of “Continuing Fund— 
Southwestern Power Administration” certain language is included in brackets 
which, as we understand it, indicates the intent to delete the language so included. 
This language is the appropriation of $1,200,000 from the continuing fund in the 
Interior Department Act for fiscal year 1954. In addition, under the heading of 
“Operation and Maintenance—Southwestern Power Administration” at page 718 
of the budget it is indicated that an item of $450,000 for the purchase of power 
and rental of facilities is requested in the present bill. 

Under item 3 on the same page headed “Purchase of Power and Rental of 
Facilities” the following appears: “Provision is made for the rental of trans- 
mission facilities of cooperatives and privately owned companies and for the 
purchase of power from the utility companies. The program is based on con- 
tracts in existence or under negotiation between the Administration and owners 
of electric service facilities in the area. Prior to 1955 this activity was financed 
from the Administration’s continuing fund.” 

The privately owned electric utility companies in the Southwestern area would 
recommend the elimination from said continuing fund statute of the language 
which purports to cover the purchase of electric power and energy and rentals 
for the use of transmission facilities. We desire to point out, however, to the 
Committee that the primary and underlying language of the continuing fund 
statute which is section 825 8. 1, title 16 U. S. C. A., would not be reached by 
the deletion which is proposed in the budget at page 718. We recommend that 
the continuing fund statute be amended by the deletion of the language: “and 
to cover all costs in connection with the purchase of electric power and energy 
and rentals for the use of facilities for the transmission and distribution of 
electric power and energy to public bodies, cooperatives and privately owned 
companies: Provided, That expenditures from this fund to cover such costs in 
connection with the purchase of electric power and energy and rentals for the 
use of facilities are to be made only in such amounts as may be approved an- 
nually in appropriation acts, October 12, 1949, chapter 680, title I, section 101, 
63 Stat. 767, amended August 31, 1951, chapter 375, title I, section 101, 65 Stat. 
249,” along with the bracketed language which appears on page 718 of the 
budget. Accordingly, we here advocate the amendment of the continuing fund 
statute by the deletion of the language above quoted which would operate to 
put the Southwestern Power Administration in a situation in all respects parallel 
to that of the Southeastern Power Administration and would make the con- 
tinuing funds of both Administrations available only for the purpose of insuring 
“continuity of electric service and continuous operation of the facilities.” 

As stated above, the budget contains an item of $450,000 for “the purchase 
of power and rental of facilities.’ We must express to the committee our fear 
that this appropriation if granted, in the absence of limiting language, might 
amount to a legislative interpretation of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 
1944 as authorizing appropriations generally for the indiscriminate purchase of 
electric power and energy. To put the matter concretely, and basing our as- 
sertions on very recent history, there is danger, in the absence of careful limit- 
ing language, that an appropriation for the purpose indicated above might be 
made the basis, as was the continuing fund statute, for contracts with super 
cooperatives or others under which the Interior Department might undertake to 
purchase large quantities of electric power and energy for commercial resale, 
thus putting SPA in the electric utility business to a greater extent than the 
Congress ever intended. 

We believe that the present e2ppropriation is sought in support of certain 
“wheeling contracts” now in existence, such as the contract between SPA and 
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Texas Power & Light Co, dated April 4, 1947, and the contract between SPA and 
Southwestern Gas and Electric Co. dated December 30, 1950. In both of these 
contracts two sales are involved: The first is the sale of electric power and 
energy by the Government to the company at the point of production, or dam 
site; the second is a sale by the company to SPA at the point or points on the 
company’s system where SPA may desire to buy power and energy for the service 
of its own customers. In this sort of wheeling contract the power and energy 
acquired by the company from the Government under sale 1 is always greater in 
quantity than the power and energy acquired by the Government from the com- 
pany under sale 2; and as long as this condition prevails, in the opinion of the 
companies, these particular contracts could not be held invalid on the claim 
that Interior is disposing of more power and energy than it may lawfully sell 
under section 5 of the Flood Control Act. 

That act, as we believe the committee well understands, is a marketing act 
only, and authorizes Interior to sell only the surplus electric power and energy 
which is produced by the hydroelectric process and delivered by the Secretary of 
the Army to the Secretary of the Interior for transmission and disposal. That 
act, in addition, authorizes the sale of no other or additional power and energy, 
nor does it authorize the purchase of any power and energy of any kind or char- 
acter. Accordingly, in the view of the companies, disposal by SPA of electric 
power and energy under “wheeling contracts” patterned on the Texas contract 
of April 4, 1947, or the Narrows contract of December 30, 1950, is valid (assum- 
ing that the other requirements of the Flood Control Act are met) because the 
end result of these contracts is that the Government disposes of no greater 
amount of power or energy than is produced at the multiple purpose projects. 

Unlike the wheeling contracts described above, however, contracts of the type 
recently declared invalid in the Supreme Court at Arkansas in the case of Arkan- 
sas Electric Cooperative Corporation, et al., v. Arkansas-Missouri Power Co., et at., 
decided February 23, 1953, and not yet contained in the Official Arkansas Reports, 
“The Law Reporter,” February 23, 1953, Vol. 96, No. 7, —— 8S. W. (24) ——, 
are, we believe, unlawful under section 5 of the Flood Control Act and the 
so-called continuing fund statute. They amount to an outright purchase of large 
blocks of electric power and energy by the Federal Government, thus vastly 
augmenting the amount of power and energy that SPA receives as surplus from 
the Secretary of the Army pursuant to section 5 of the Flood Control Act, and 
putting that agency forward, full fledged, into the electric-utility business. 

In this regard the testimony recently given by Hon. Clarence A. Davis, Solicitor, 
Department of the Interior, before the subcommittee of the Committee on the 
Judiciary of the United States Senate, is important and interesting. Mr. Davis 
has this to say: “The legal-authority of the Department [of the Interior] through 
the Bureau of Reclamation or the other power agencies to purchase steam power 
is far from clear” and “The whole question of the right to purchase steam power 
by the Department is shrouded in legal uncertainty.” We would be inclined to 
go even further than the Solicitor and to state to the committee that we think 
the Department has no legal authority under section 5 of the Flood Control Act 
to acquire power and energy by purchase, whether it be generated by steam or 
the hydroelectric process. In the case of Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corpo- 
ration, et al., v. Arkansas-Missouri Power Co., et al., supra, the Court said: 


“It will be seen that this statute [section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944] 
contemplates the sale of hydroelectric power only; that is, power ‘generated at 
reservoir projects.’ Further, the Secretary is authorized to construct or acquire 
only such transmission lines and related facilities as may be necessary to make 
the power available in wholesale quantities to specified purchasers. The language 
of this statute does not in any way suggest that Congress meant for the Depart- 
ment to ‘firm up’ its hydro power by the acquisition of steam power and thereby 
enable itself to enter the competitive retail market. On the contrary, the legis- 
lative history of the act, as reflected by congressional committee reports, the 
debates on the floor, and the amendments that were accepted or rejected, shows 
beyond question that Congress was anxious to avoid setting up ‘a public power 
trust which would be unduly competitive with established private power utilities.’ 
Senate Report No. 1030, 78th Cong., 2nd Sess.” 


It is true that the case of Kansas City Power & Light Co., et al., v. Douglas 
McKay, et al., recently pending in the United States District Court for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, reached a result contrary to the decision of the Arkansas 
Supreme Court; the Kansas City Power & Light Co. case is nevertheless, on 
appeal in the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Cir- 
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cuit. The appeal was docketed in that court on the 25th day of January 1954, 
and under the rules of that court, the brief of the appellant companies is due 
within 40 days thereafter. It accordingly would appear that an opinion from 
that court would, in the ordinary course of events, come down within a few 
months. 

In consequence of the fact that courts are sensitive to statutory interpretations 
made by committees of Congress, who, like this committee, become experts in 
the meaning of such statutes because every year they are required to hear re- 
quests for appropriations and determine whether or not such requests were 
initially authorized by the Congress, we request that this committee include 
nothing in its actions or reports in respect of the requested appropriation for 
the purchase of power and rental of facilities which might be construed as a 
congressional predilection in favor of either party to the litigation now pending 
on appeal. In previous years the appropriations committees have, in reports, 
maintained a scrupulous impartiality, with the expressed desire that committee 
action be not construed by the courts as congressional approval or disapproval 
of contested contracts. To sum up the companies’ position we make the follow- 
ing requests: 

1. That the continuing fund statute of Southwestern Power Administration be 
amended in accordance with the foregoing recommendation so as to place it in all 
respects in the same situation as that of the Southeastern Power Administration. 

2. That any sums appropriated by this committee be strictly earmarked for 
the purchase of power and energy and payments of service or wheeling charges 
under contracts of the Texas and Narrows type in which the Government does 
not acquire any power and energy for commercial resale which would augment 
that power and energy generated at reservoir projects and delivered by the 
Secretary of the Army to the Secretary of the Interior for disposal under the 
provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act, and does not purchase on the 
installment plan transmission facilities, but merely acquires the right to serve 
certain of its customers from company facilities ; and 

3. That if an appropriation be made for this purpose, carefully drawn language 
be included in the committee report which would indicate that by such an 
appropriation, the committee is not construing section 5 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944 or the continuing rund statute to authorize or support the legality 
or validity of the contracts now before the court on appeal. 


Mr. Arnowp. I would like to make this very brief observation before 
I call upon Mr. Sanford. 

This committee will recall that the continuing fund statute was 
amended in the summer of 1949 by the addition of these words: 


Purchase of power and energy and the rental of transmission facilities. 


That is a very controversial amendment which has given rise, we 
think, to the majority of our problems in the Southwestern area with 
regard to the marketing of this power. 

hen later on in the summer of 1951, the continuing-fund statate 
was amended to put it on an annual basis. I know that you will recall 
that, so the continuing-fund feature of the statute was obviated and 
SPA had to come back to the Congress every year for appropriations 
for the purchase of electric power and energy and the rental of 
facilities. 

Then later on last year, that is, in the calendar year 1953, this com- 
mittee indicated its disapprobation of the continued use of the 
continuing fund as such, and in your committee reports, and in the 
statement of the chairman, you indicated that you did not want the 
continuing fund used to support these generation and transmission 
contracts. You also said that the money appropriated, $1,200,000, 
was to be used only in a certain specified fashion and only for a re- 
stricted period of time. That was up to February 28 of this year. 

Now, we took that as a mandate from this committee, and also from 
the life committee on the Senate side, that we should go ahead—and 
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by “we” I mean primarily the companies in Missouri and also the 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co.—and negotiate contracts with the gen- 
eration and transmission cooperatives, which, as you indicated, as your 
desire, would obviate the continued use of the continuing fund. 

We think we have gone far down the line, Mr. Chairman, toward 
that end. 

I would like now to turn the meeting over to Mr. Sanford, who can 
tell you more about what is going on in Missouri. 

Mr. Jensen. We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Sanford. 

Mr. Sanrorp. My name is Dudley Sanford. I am vice president 
and assistant general manager of the Union Electric Co. of Missouri 
at St. Louis. 

The Union Electric Co. serves the St. Louis metropolitan area and 
five other counties in Missouri, the area in and about Alton and East 
St. Louis, Ill., and Lee County in southeastern Iowa, including the 
cities of Keokuk and Fort Madison. Through its subsidiary, the 
Missouri Power & Light Co., it serves 37 counties in the northern half 
of Missouri, extending from near Kansas City on the west to the 
Mississippi River on the east. 

The purpose of this statement is to inform you of the status of the 
negotiations which have been conducted between the five generation 
and transmission cooperatives in the Missouri and Oklahoma and the 
companies which are located in the same areas that are served by the 
generation and transmission co-ops. 

Very shortly after the approval of the Interior Department appro- 
priation for the fiseal year 1954, the a and the electric com- 
panies met at Springfield, Mo., at the call of Mr. John E. Buck, chair- 
man of a joint committee of generation and transmission cooperatives 
in Oklahoma and Missouri. 

The purpose of this meeting was to solicit the aid of the utilities 
in a.plan or plans which would meet the objectives prescribed by the 
Congress in certain reports relating to appropriations to the Depart- 
ment of the Interior for the Southwestern Power Administration. 
This meeting was on October 1, 1953. The utilities unanimously de- 
clared their desire to cooperate. 

At another meeting held on October 9, it was mutually agreed that 
more progress could be made in negotiations if negotiations were con- 
ducted individually and directly between specific generation and trans- 
mission cooperatives and the companies in whose service areas such 
G. and T.’s operated. 

This was because the problems of the several G. and T.’s slightly 
differed. 

It soon became apparent, however, that practical solutions could 
be reached by some means of pooling or integrated operations of the 
generation and transmission and utility plants and systems. The 
G. and T.’s were in a position to buy peaking hydropower which could 
be utilized by the larger systems of the power companies to better 
advantage than by the de systems of the G. and T.’s. With such 

wer made peti fr to the power companies, they would be able, 
in return, to credit the G. and T.’s with the economies thereby effected. 

The power companies could also at times supply the G. and T.’s 
with thermal power at lower costs than those at which the G. and T.’s 
could generate in their plants. 
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Further, integrated usage of the transmission facilities of the G. 
and T.’s and the companies would result in economies which would 
be applied to both lower costs and better service for the G. and T.’s 
and their members. 

Final solutions have been delayed because of the uncertainty of the 
amount of peaking hydropower which could be made available to the 
G. and T.’s which they in turn would contribute to the pooling plan. 
Naturally, the more of such power that can be made available the 
better the proposals the power companies can make. This is particu- 
larly true with respect to two of the G. and T.’s operating in Missouri, 
the NW and Central. That is true because of the large sums which 
they have invested in transmission facilities with correspondingly 
interests and amortization obligations on their loans from the Rural 
Electrification Administration. 

In all the negotiations the companies propose to integrate all, or a 
major part, of the transmission facilities of the generation and trans- 
mission cooperatives with the systems of the respective companies, 
and by lease or otherwise to assure the cost of such facilities. Also, 
the companies propose to lease or purchase the power output of the 
generation and transmission generating stations. Under the plans, 
the G. and T.’s would obtain sums sufficient to meet the interest, 
amortization, and general expenses of all leased facilities. At the 
expiration of leases, the properties would revert to the G. and T.’s. 

he companies perpen to purchase from the cooperatives the hydro- 
power which would be made available to them from the Government 
and to supply all the power needed by the member cooperatives. 

Four of the five generation and transmission cooperatives concerned 
are located within the State of Missouri, and one in Oklahoma. Typi- 
cal of the negotiations are those between the Central Electric coopera- 
tive in Missouri and the Union Electric Co. Those negotiations have 
been conducted by Mr. Truman Green, manager of the Central Coop- 
erative, and by me, representing the Union Electric Co. and the Mis- 
souri Power & Light Co. 

These meetings between Mr. Green and me have been most agree- 
able, and I am confident that a solution of Central’s problems can, 
and will be, reached. 

The bases on which our negotiations are proceeding are that certain 
economies which can be effected by such integration can redound to 
the benefit of Central and its member cooperatives. 

Presently a proposal is under consideration whereby the companies 
would pay with respect to Central’s powerplant at Chamois, Mo., 
Central’s debt service on its REA loans, and all its operating and 
maintenance expense, taxes, insurance, and similar expense. 

The plant would be operated by the Central Cooperative and the 
operation would be under the direction of the companies’ load dis- 
ee go The companies would purchase the entire output of this 

ant. 

f Mr. Jensen. Let me say for the record I understand the REA needs 
more peaking power than they have at this time, in order to get full 
use of their facilities, and in order to meet their obligations. As we 
all know, the REA’s in that area are overcapitalized, so to speak. 
They got into a situation which was brought about by someone’s 
desire in Government to get steam plants, a lot of them, and trans- 
mission lines under the ownership of REA, and they really went to 
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town on it, obligating the REA’s to a terrific amount, and putting 
upon them such a financial burden that their income must be large 
in order that they can meet their commitments. 

Mr. Arnoip. Over $40 million has been spent on them. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, I am sure there is not an employee of the private 
utilities that would not want the REA’s to meet their obligations and 
would not want to keep the REA’s in that area operating. 

I am not, nor is any member of the committee, going to tell you 
pea le, or the REA’s, what kind of contract you should have, but we 

o hope that the contract will be negotiated between the Department 
of the Interior and Southwest Power Administration and the REA 
and the private utilities that will let everyone live and prosper and 
still give good rates to the consumers. 

As I have said many times, and as every member of the committee 
has said, we do not want the REA’s to be taken over by the Govern- 
ment. The action of this committee has proven that. We have said 
in the same breath that we did not want the REA to be taken over by 
the private utilities; that we wanted them to be in a position to run 
their own business. We are sure that you people feel the same way. 
So we will work toward that end, so if you people will work toward 
that end and see to it that everyone gets a fair deal—and I know 
that you are going to have to give and take in getting this contract 
Bm up—I am sure that you will make headway. 

e REA’s have been here and they feel encouraged about it. They 
want to do the thing that is right, and I know that you people want 
to do the thing that is right, so there is no reason why a very fair 
and good contract cannot be signed. 

Mr. Arnotp. We appreciate that statement very much. 

Mr. Sanrorp. The companies would lease and operate Central's 161- 
kilovolt and 69-kilovolt transmission systems and would pay a rental 
therefor sufficient to cover the debt service payments on the loan used 
to construct these facilities and any taxes, insurance and similar ex- 
penses as would be borne by the owner of such facilities. 

Central would purchase from the Department of the Interior and 
would sell to the companies at Bull Shoals, hydro power and energy 
which the companies would transmit to the service area of the inte- 
grated systems. 

Finally, all power supply for Central for service to its member co- 
operatives would, under the a ent, be furnished from the total 
power and energy resources of the integrated system. 

That plan, upon which we were negotiating, contemplated the lease 
of a substantial portion of the facilities of the Central Electric Co- 
operatives. However, we are considering also an alternative plan 
under which we would either lease—and perhaps lease is not the right 
word—but in some way we would acquire the use of the transmission 
facilities of Central to the extent that they would not be required 
by Central itself. 

As their requirements increase, our use of those facilities would 
decrease, but the idea would be to allow Central to have the full 
use of those facilities for the supply of power to their member co- 
operatives, and would supply to us only the use of those facilities in 
excess of their own requirements. Also, the steam plant would be 
owned and operated by Central and we would pay Central for the 
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power generated a sum sufficient to cover their interest and amortiza- 
tion requirements on their loan, insurance, and taxes, and the operat- 
ing and maintenance expenses of the plant. That is a plan which 
we are now negotiating with Mr. Green. 

Many advantages would accrue to Central and its member coopera- 
tives as a result of this proposed integration of facilities and re- 
sources by whichever plan is worked out. 

Among these advantages would be: 

First, the realization of the maximum benefits of the hydro power 
purchased by using it as peaking power for the entire integrated 
system. 

“Two, assurance of a firm supply to Central and its members at 
a price which would reflect the value to the companies of both the 
hydro power made available for peaking purposes and the transmis- 
sion facilities of Central made available | aeabe integration. 

Three, availability to Central of the lowest-cost power and energy 
through the integration and scheduling of Central’s plant with the 
larger and more efficient plants of the companies’ system. 

our, realization by Central of substantial rental revenues to lighten 
its financial burden by leasing to the companies, or otherwise convey- 
ing to the companies, the considerable surplus capacity in its trans- 
mission lines which now exist and will continue te exist for many 
years in the future. 

Five, another advantage to Central is the increased dependability 
of power to itself and its members through the interconnection of its 
system, which by itself is dependent upon a single 16-kilovolt line 
all the way from Bull Shoals to Chamois, and a single unit in a steam 
plant at Chamois with the system of the companies which consists of 
114 million kilowatts of generated capacity and more than adequate 
integrated transmission facilities. 

The negotiations between Kansas City Power & Light Co., repre- 
sented by Mr. Warren L. Porter, vice president of the company, and 
N. W. Electric Cooperatives, are proceeding along very similar lines. 
Their problems with respect to investment in lines, and the results 
which could be obtained by a plan such as we have proposed for 
Central, are almost the same. 

It is rather interesting to observe that with the interconnection 
which Union Electric and Kansas City have made, these two co- 
operatives, NW and Central, would have back of them for power 
supply virtually 214 million kilowatts of power. 

he corresponding problems of KAMO Electric Power Cooperative 
are being dealt with by the utilities in its territory in conjunction with 
the negotiations between Kansas Power & Light Co. and N. W. Elec- 
tric Cooperative. 

In these negotiations Mr. Carl J. Mason is representing the a 
re company and Mr. F. H. Shelton, the Empire District Electric 
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The M & A Power Cooperative, which is located in the southeastern 
part of Missouri, has recently received a specific proposal from Mis- 
souri Utilities Co. and Arkansas Missouri Power Co., which operate 
in the same territory as M & A. 

This proposal is described in the statements of Mr. Ray W. Call, 
vice president of Missouri Utilities Co., which was filed with this 
committee this morning. 
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The Western Farmers Electric Cooperative and the Oklahoma com- 

anies are negotiating as fully described in the statement by Mr. 

Walter Gesell, president of the Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co., which 
also was filed with this committee this morning. 

In conclusion, I fully believe that we can assure this committee 
that the G & T cooperatives and the companies are reaching a solution 
of these matters. There has been an excellent spirit of cooperation 
manifested on both sides. It is submitted that when the proposed 
agreements become effective the cooperatives and the companies will 
have complied with the wishes of Congress and there will be no need 
for further appropriations by the Congress to the Department of the 
Interior for the purchase of power or acquisition of cooperative facil- 
ities under lease purchase payments in the southwest area. 

Mr. Jensen. Thos that complete your statement ? 

Mr. Arnotp. Mr. Porter sits to the right hand of Mr. Sanford. He 
is vice president of the Kansas City Power & Light Co. I would like 
to ask him if he would care to supplement Mr. Sanford’s statement. 

Mr. Porter. The NW negotiations are slightly different from fhose 
of Central, and I believe the others, in one respect ; namely, it is not 
contemplated that the companies will take over in any way the 
69-kilovolt-transmission systems of NW, which that cooperative 
wishes to retain for itself. 

We are negotiating only with respect to the 161-kilovolt line from 
Bull Shoals to Missouri City, and Missouri City steam plant. That 
was by the expressed wish of the cooperatives. 

There are certain negotiations, and, in fact, some commitments 
have been made by some of the companies with respect to use of those 
transmission facilities north of the river. That is one significant 
difference between the NW Cooperative negotiations with Kansas 
City and those which Mr. Sanford has described in respect to Central. 

That is all that I have. 

Mr. Arnotp. I neglected to say, and I would like to add now, if 
I may, this statement. filed by Mr. Frank Sheldon, and which has been 
made a part of the record by order of the chairman, is a joint state- 
ment by him and Mr. Carl J. Mason, and I would like to have the 
record so show. 

In addition, if I may, I would like to emphasize what Mr. Dudley 
Sanford said in regard to the fact that the properties of the G & T 
cooperatives would revert to the G & T’s at the end of the lease ar- 
rangement, and as you all know, a lease is simply an arrangement 
under which the use of certain facilities for a term of years is granted 
to a lessee. In the interim period, of course, the legal title to the 
leased property remains in the lessor, which are the G & T cooper- 
atives. 

I make this statement in response to the statement made by the 
chairman that he would want to see some reasonable contractual ar- 
rangement made between the three parties involved, the Southwest 
Power Administration, the G & T’s, and the private electric utilities 
companies. That would certainly be our endeavor. 

Now then, I would like also to point out that Mr. Frank Sheldon is 
here. Mr. Ray Call is here. Mr. Walter Gesell is here, and they can 
answer any questions that the committee may have with reference to 
KAMO, M & A, and Farmers Western Electric Cooperative nego- 
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tiations now being carried on by these gentlemen in the States of 
Missouri and Oklahoma. 

While they do not want to be heard orally, they are here, and I 
now submit them for cross-examination, if you gentlemen should have 
a question. 

Mr. Fenton. Are they in the throes of negotiating now a contract? 

Mr. Arnotp. Yes; actively so. 

Mr. Fenvron. There is really nothing we can do about it until you 
complete the negotiations of the contracts. 

Mr. Arnow. | think that is correct, but I thought maybe you would 
want to be advised. 

Mr. Norrey. I would like to pursue that just a bit. 

We are vitally interested in that question. If we make no appro- 
priation, as you recommended here, and these contracts are not 
executed, then there will be to some extent chaos in the whole area. 

Are you pursuing this with the Interior Department separately or 
collectively regarding the leasing or the purchasing of these lines? 

e. Arnowp. I think that Mr. Sanford could answer that better 
than I. 

Mr. Sanrorp. These negotiations are being carried on directly be- 
tween the utility companies and the individual G & T co-ops at the 
present time. 

Mr. Norreti. You are not acting together, but you are acting 
separately ¢ 

Mr. Sanrorp. Yes, because the situation is different, somewhat 
different in each of the areas. 

Mr. Norrett. Is there an effort. being made throughout the area by 
some individual utility to lease the line that is in his area ? 

Mr. Sanrorp. We have approached it from that point of view, and 
also from the point of view of some way acquiring those facilities. 

Mr. Norreiu. Now, this committe would want to know the status 
of those negotiations, and the areas in which we should not provide 
any money for the setup as we have during the current year. You 
know what I am trying to get at. 

Mr. Arnotp. I know what you mean. I think perhaps I can clarify 
that. 

Mr. Norreti. Do you have any evidence on that point? 

Mr. Arnotp. Yes. Let me make a brief statement. 

There are five separate G & T situations with which this committee 
is concerned. 

The first one is the Central situation that Mr. Sanford has described 
to you. 

The second one is the Northwest situation that Mr. Porter is pri- 
marily concerned with. 

The third is the KAMO situation in which Mr. Frank Sheldon 
and Mr. Carl Mason have been negotiating. 

The fourth is the M & A situation in which Mr. Ray Call has been 
negotiating. 

The fifth and last is the Farmers Electric in Oklahoma, with which 
Mr. Gesell has been working. 

These 5 separate negotiations have been carried on in an active 
fashion, and as Mr. Sanford indicated to you, there is very good 
prospect that a contract will result in all 5 situations. 

Mr. Norretz. Can you give us an idea as to when? 
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Mr. Arnotp. I think these gentlemen can. Mr. Porter, I think, 
can give you an idea as to the MW and I think perhaps Mr. Sanford 
can give you an idea as to Central. 

Mr. Porter, vice president, Kansas City Power & Light Co. 

Mr. Porrrer. We feel that we are very close, a matter perhaps of 
weeks, I should say. Of course they vary. Each of the negotiators 
naturally have to submit plans to the respective associations and su- 
periors; that is, with the cooperatives as well as ourselves; as to In- 
terior, we have for the most part lined up the companies with the 
cooperators themselves. They oe been talking very effectively, there 
has been no disagreement, or divergence of objective between them. 
And before we leave Washington, we expect to talk to Mr. Aandahl 
to do whatever we will be able to do. 

We have through the cooperatives certain assurances from him as 
to the amount of power available and the price. 

Neither one of those has yet gone far enough to solve our problem. 
We have hopes and we believe thta more power will be found from 
that area, 

Mr. Norrect. When did those negotiations start ? 

Mr. Porter. On October, the 1st of October, and generally—— 

Mr. Norrevy. Just briefly give us an outline of the area of differ- 
ences between them this time. 

Mr, Porrer. In speaking now with respect to the MW—— 

Mr. Norrewt. That is No. 1 that he just indicated ? 

Mr. Arnoxp. Yes. 

Mr. Porrer. That was No. 2. 

Mr. No. 2. 

Mr. Porter, Western Missouri has to do with a line that goes from 
Missouri City up to very near Kansas City. And on that, there is 
no difference at all between us except that a rate satisfactory to 
the. cooperatives and sound financial results to the company have not 
yet quite been worked out, but I would say the margins of difference 
are so small that there is nothing in our knowledge that cannot be 
worked out. 

Mr. Norreti. How long do you think it will take you to get together 
to negotiate a contract ? 

Mr. Porter. I hope it can be done within the next 8 or 4 weeks. 

or ete Does it look like to you that you will be successful 
in that 

Mr. Porter. Yes. I give you every assurance that I believe that ; 
and that the cooperatives have the same feeling about: it. 

Mr. Norreti. That would be quite important to the House and we 
ought to have information about the status of it. 

Mr. Arnotp. Mr. Norrell, that is the status as to the Northwest 
Electric Cooperatives. Now, I would like to ask Mr. Sanford to 
give you the status as to the Central. 

Mr. Sanrorp. With respect to Central, there is no difference be- 
tween the company and the G & T, the fundamental principles. These 
negotiations have been somewhat delayed because we did not know 
how much power could be made available to G & T and the power, 
there is a substantial amount of such power required to justify the 
investment in the transmission facilities between Bull Shoals and the 
Chamois plant. We have outlined to them how we would integrate 
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their system with ours insofar as operation of their 69,000 volt line 
joins the plant. As far as I know, there is no disagreement on that. 

Mr. Norrety. You are not in any disagreement on any items? 

Mr. Sanrorv. That is correct. What we are down to now, we are 
trying to get our figures together in order to know how much power 
we can get. That information has been given to us informally, 
but not formally, as yet. 

Mr. Jensen. How long do you think it will take you to complete 
your negotiations ¢ 

Mr. Sanrorp. After we know better the amount of power that is 
going to be obtained and we hope to have that shortly. In fact, 
we may have some information on it this week. We will then be 
able to negotiate and complete an agreement, barring unforeseen difli- 
culties, of course, within perhaps 4 to 6 weeks. 

Mr. Norreiu. Along the same lines as has been indicated ? 

Mr. Sanrorp. That is correct. 

Mr. Arnowp. Mr. Norrell, now may I call another gentleman to 
give you information as to the Southeast Missouri ¢ 

Mr. Norre.y. That is Mr. Call? 

Mr. Arnoww. Yes, I think itis. Mr. Call, will you give Mr. Norrell 
and Dr. Fenton similar information in regard to your line? 

Mr. Catu. Yes. 

Mr. Arnovp. In regard to your M. and A. 

Mr. Cauu. The situation in Southeast Missouri, M. and A., which 
is indicated in the blue lines on the map, which are the M. and A. 
lines in southeast Missouri, the situation relative to negotiations with 
the M. and A., and the company itself, has been about the same 
as it is in other areas, that is relative to power. 

Mr. Norrevi. Have you any items in disagreement between you 
and the ones you are dealing with? 

Mr. Cau. No, not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Norrext. Will you complete your negotiations, do you think, 
within a period of 2 or 3 weeks as the others have indicated they 
might dot 

Mr. Catz. I think we can. 

Mr. Norrety. Very well. 

Mr. Arnoip. Now, with respect to the KAMO, and Mr. Custer 
will you point out that area on the map? 

Mr. Cusver. The blue lines west of the Missouri. 

Mr. Arnotp. Thank you. 

Mr. Norrewu. I would like now to call on Mr. Frank Shelton of the 
Empire District Electric Co., who can tell you about that situation. 

. Suevron. Congressman, the situation in KAMO is slightly 
different from some of the others in that the KAMO’s primary power 
supply will come from the NW line, about which negotiations are 
being made by Mr. Porter and the Kansas City Co. Of necessity, the 
price at which we are going to settle the deal with KAMO, the price 
of power, will depend upon the arrangements they conclude with NW. 

Mr. Norrewz. If he concludes his contract, you think that neces- 
sarily will come along following that ? 

Mr. SHeuron. I think it will follow that, yes. 

Mr. Norreti. You think it could be concluded within 2 or 3 weeks, 
or a matter of that time? 
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Mr. Suetron. It should not take too long after that price is deter- 
mined, 

Mr. Norreui. All right, thank you. 

Mr. Sueiton. We have made a written proposal to them and it 
remains to fill in the amount of money which can be determined after 
the conclusion of the negotiations. However, KAMO is in a little 
different situation. They are not going to be troubled materially even 
if these negotiations are delayed for a little while because their 
payments at the start do not amount to too much—for 2 or 3 years, 
so there is not quite the pressing problem there that there is in some 
of the others. 

Mr. Norrevy. Well, the negotiations ought to be concluded just as 
quickly as possible. 

Mr. Arnotp. There is one other situation, Mr. Norrell; that is the 
Oklahoma Electric Cooperatives, which is on a slightly different 
footing, on account, T understand, of the unfortunate casualty of the 
manager’s serious illness, and I would like to have Mr. Walter Gesell 
tell you about that. 

Mr. Very well. 

He is vice president of the Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co., in 
charge of operations. 

Mr. Gesetx. Just at the inception of the negotiations with Western 
Farmers, their manager became very ill and he died last week. That 

ut something of a damper on the negotiations. We have exchanged 
etters with the others, with the president of the cooperatives, and we 
are together on principles and we have submitted a draft of the con- 
tract to the Western Farmers and we are together; we have no further 
negotiations after the draft was submitted a week ago. We know 
that they will have a new manager shortly, and we will do our best 
to come to a conclusion. 

Mr. Norrett. Have you discussed your contract with any officials 
of the contracting agency ? 

Mr. Gesetx. The principles have all been agreed to. The contract 
was submitted to them last week. We have not yet discussed that. 

Mr. Norrett. You do not know of any area of disagreement that 
might be present, if any ? 

Mr. Gesexu. I believe there will be no areas of disagreement. The 
principles are established. 

Mr. Norrety. You think that you can come in within the same time 
that the other gentlemen have mentioned in here? 

Mr. Gesew. I think we should, and we will try certainly to do what- 
ever we can. 

Mr. Fenton. It is very, very important that you try to consummate 
these negotiations as quickly as possible. We want to know how to 
act. 

Mr. Arnotp. Certainly. We realize their importance, sir. I be- 
lieve Mr. Porter mentioned the fact that there was going to be a meet- 
ing or a conference tomorrow between certain companies and Missouri 
and certain officials. 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Arnorp. I wonder if it would not be in order, Mr. Porter, if 
you a expand on the scope of that meeting and how it bears on the 
matter! 
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Mr. Porrer. Mr. McKee, president of the District Electric Co., I 
believe, can tell you more about it. 

Mr. Arnotp. Very well, Mr. McKee. 

Mr. McKer. This is Mr. Donald McKee down here. As the com- 
mittee knows, I have appeared before this committee many, many 
times in the past years and I wish to say that I have appeared in be- 
half of the Missouri companies, and I wish to state that there is 100 
percent intention, zeal, and effort to put forth on behalf of the com- 
panies at the invitation of the cooperatives themselves, to work out a 
sound proposal to solve this situation. 

I know that each company in the State has pledged its full effort 
to this end and we have been working since October to bring this 
thing about, and the delay, due to no fault on either side, has occurred 
because it takes time to get engineering figures and all of that. But 
we are approaching it, I believe, in a way to bring about a practical 
solution. 

Now, as I say, all of the companies are working desperately to get 
this thing accomplished because we realize the need from you gentle- 
men’s standpoint as well as ours. 

Now, then, having that in mind, and carrying out that effort, we 
have arranged for tomorrow morning a meeting with officials of the 
Rural Electrification Administration and with the Department of 
the Interior to report to them on the status of each one of these situ- 
ations—where we are, What we are doing, and to get any further 
suggestions on anything from their viewpoint that will aid us in 
bringing about a conclusion. And we know, from the discussions that 
they are cooperating and eager and anxious to solve this matter, and 
I want to pledge again that we have put forth 100 percent effort 
of cooperation and we are confident that we are going to get a solution. 

Mr. Fenron. All right. Gentlemen, thank you very much. And 
unless there are some other statements you gentlemen would like to 
make, we desire to thank you. Your statement will be inserted in 
the record. 

Mr. Arnoup. Yes, sir; and in that connection, I have planned to 
make a very brief closing statement, but in view of the fact that you 
are so pressed for time, if you will permit me, may I suggest that you 
be one enough to read the last three requests in my statement, and of 
course, we are perfectly willing to rest the matter here. 

Mr. Norretyi. The statement 1 want to make in conclusion was that 
I think you realize that if the committee does not make appropria- 
tions—if it does not, will create a very serious situation and so you 
had better conclude the contract as quickly as you can. 

Mr. Arnotp. We will do our best. 

Mr. Norrect. All right, thank you. 

Mr. Fenron. You want to insert your statement at this point in 
the record ? 

Mr. Arnotp. Well, it has already been inserted in the record, Doc- 
tor, and in view of the fact that you are so pressed for time, I will say 
that I will just eschew the privilege of making any closing statement. 
My own concern was primarily with the law and with the continuing- 
funds statute. And if the committee will be kind enough simply to 
read the last three requests which I have set forth in my statement, IL 
think it will clear the matter up in the committee’s mind. 

But I thank you again for the time you have given us. 
Mr. Fenton. Thank you very much for your presentation. 
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Fripay, 19, 1954. 


Weitron-Monawk Irrigation AND Dratnace 
WITNESSES 


HON. BARRY GOLDWATER, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF ARIZONA 

R. H. McELHANEY, PRESIDENT, WELLTON-MOHAWEK IRRIGATION 
AND DRAINAGE DISTRICT 

H. J. WOODHOUSE, VICE PRESIDENT, WELLTON-MOHAWKE IRRIGA- 
TION AND DRAINAGE DISTRICT 

J. D. MANSFIELD, ATTORNEY 


Mr. Fenton. The committee is glad to have before us Senator 
Goldwater and Congressman Patten of Arizona. You are interested 
in the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District. 

Mr. Parren. Yes. We have three representatives here from the 
project, Mr. Chairman, who have come some distance and I would like 
to have you hear them if you will. 

Mr. Frnton. Senator Goldwater, the committee would be very glad 
to hear you. 

Senator Gortpwartrr. I agree with the statement Congressman 
Patten just made, that the representatives from the district have much 
more knowledge of the situation, and I think in fairness to you and 
to them, you should hear them first. 

However, this project is so close to completion, and it is such a vital 
— to the State and to the whole Southwest, and there is such a 

ittle amount of money involved for operation and maintenance, in 
the amount that they are asking, that what we are doing is to ask you 
gentlement to consider the advisability of granting the request. 

I think it would be wise to finish up the job this year, and then it 
will be out of our way.- 

Mr. Fenton. What particular item do you have reference to? 

Senator Gotpwater. The Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drain- 
age District down in southwest Arizona. 

These gentlemen can give you the facts much better than I, and 
what I wanted to do was give my wholehearted endorsement to any- 
thing that can be done that will result in we up this work. I feel 
it is - the interest of sound economy to finish the work as soon as 

ible. 
Peer. Fenton. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Gotpwater. Thank you. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. McElhaney, will you proceed, please? 

Mr. McExuaney. Mr. Chairman, for the record, my name is R. H. 
McElhaney. I am president of the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and 
Drainage District. 

I would like to spread this map so you can have it to refer to. 

Mr. Chairman, in appearing before your committee again this year 
in behalf of the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District, I 
am pleased to report that our project is pregeensing very well. Con- 
struction has moved right along upon the schedule approved by this 
committee in 1948, at the time our initial construction began, and 
which has been followed each year. The project schedule was based 
upon a timetable which, from an engineering point of view, would 
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result in the lowest construction cost possible. The farmers upon the 
project have come right behind the construction work as rapidly as 
water has been made available. We have had good crop Se ca 
during the past 2 years of favorable prices, so that our district has 
gotten off on a financially sound basis. Our community is building up 
with new facilities, homes, and business places. 
This is a striking contrast to the very opposite condition of just a 
few years ago, before Colorado River water reached us. At that time, 
we were in a desperate situation, with the area almost abandoned due 
to the salty well water. Out on the project, we all feel a real debt of 
gratitude to this committee that has dealt so generously with us in 
roviding funds to speed the construction work and get water ‘o us 
fore we were forced off by salt accumulation. I can assure you that 
you would be proud of the project now, and we hope that you will come 
out to view it in person. 
Our reason for appearing here now is to urge that this committee 
continue its previous record of moving the Wellton-Mohawk construc- 
tion upon the project schedule. Rapid completion of construction 
is essential to fulfillment of our repayment obtipatioe Even under 
most favorable conditions, ours is a high-cost project. 
Here are just a few of the reasons why any slowing down of con- 
struction will increase the cost the farmers must pay in full under our 
repayment contract. 
We have an investment of hundreds of thousands of dollars in the 
organization and training of the engineering staff of our project 
office. Any slowdown would require a loss of much of this personnel 
before our project work is finished. A reduced program of construc- 
tion would take an administrative staff almost as large as the exist- 
ing one. Thus our overhead or fixed charges would not decrease. 
A slowdown would increase the cost to our farmers in still another 
way. At the present time, we have four major contracting companies 
in the area with their equipment. Our work schedule has created 
and maintained a skilled construction worker-labor pool. Thus, the 
contractors’ bids in the past have not reflected large items of cost in 
moving in equipment or personnel. ‘These benefits and decreased costs 
now being received by the farmers would be lost by a slowdown in 
construction. 
A second reason that we are very much concerned about slowdown 
of the construction is that it will cause hardship to the people who are 
starting new farms on the project. In the Wellton-Mohawk district, 
a great deal of very expensive land preparation must be done to pro- 
duce the first crop. That work is generally arranged for by the land- 
owner and financed, often on credit, counting on the project ditches 
being ready for service. That is necessary to hold down the interest 
costs on loans. The loans are paid off as rapidly as possible by the 
roceeds from the first few years’ crops. We have worked out a very 
ne arrangement with the Bureau of Reclamation, under which the 

Bureau accepts the canals from the contractors as each section is com- 
leted, and then uses those facilities immediately to deliver water. 
n some cases, it has met 1 year’s crop for the farmer. 

Knowing that, many of our people have gone ahead, counting on 
getting a crop on part of their land this year, and bringing in the 
balance of the land the following year. However, we are fearful that 
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these arrangements by the landowner may be disrupted with serious 
financial loss resulting. 

The budget that we understand is now before this committee is 
approximately $3,900,000. This sum would allow us to complete all 
of our distribution system as shown on the map before the committee, 
except these units: Ralph’s Mill, Mohawk No. 4, and Texas Hill. 
Those are the three units that will be the last units that will need con- 
struction. These three units could be completed in a single construc- 
tion season, and thus finish our project if the committee allowed suf- 
ficient funds to prepare specifications and to install the final pump 
units. 

Now, we can pump our own water, but there is no money at the 
present time set up for the purpose of installing those pumps. And, 
as the committee can see, without the installation of those pumps, we 
will not be able to use the existing facilities. 

Completion of our project would start the repayment. And would 
allow the district to take over full operation and maintain responsi- 
bilities. We believe this would be of mutual advantage to the United 
States and the district. We hope this proposal will receive sym- 
pathetic consideration of the committee. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to present our problems 
to you, and for the consideration you always have shown our district. 

r. Woodhouse, our vice president, also is here to add a few more 
points for your consideration. 

I — be glad to answer any questions the committee may have in 
mind, 

Mr. Fenton. We will conclude with the next gentleman before we 
take up the questions. 

Mr. McEtuaney. Very well. 

Mr. Woopuouse. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am Mr. H. J. Woodhouse, vice president Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation 
and Drainage District. 

For myself and all the other directors of the Wellton-Mohawk Lrri- 
gation and Drainage District, I want to endorse the statement just 
made by Mr. McElhaney. We certainly endorse the statement of our 
appreciation of the way that this committee has treated our project. 

e are grateful for your having given us funds to get started so 
promptly after enactment of the project authorization in 1947, and 
for keeping the work moving along at a good pace ever since. 

Prior to that time, just a few years ago, we were in a desperate 
condition. Inadequate water and the accumulation of salt from 
shallow wells put many of the farms out of production. Most of 
the settlers nai moved off by 1947 and the merchants and others in 
the area were about as hard up. That whole picture is entirely 
changed now and the area is going ahead with confidence. 

Since water reached us through the project canal in 1952, we have 
been getting more and more land into production. We honor this 
committee for having the wisdom and foresight to foresee our develop- 
ment potential and to provide funds to make it possible. 

Our problem, as has just been explained to you, is to get our project 
completed at a reasonable cost, and in time to enable our farmers to 

t their land into production. As Mr. McElhaney said, slowing down 
the construction work will raise the cost to the farmer and we intend 
to repay every dollar of cost to the United States. We are determined 
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to do that, but it means holding to a minimum unnecessary overhead 
costs from a long construction period. 

Iwould like to emphasize also the other reason for our full progress 
on construction, that is, to make it possible for landowners to finance 
the costs of land development. 

Starting with raw land, we have to spend, on the average, over $150 
per acre for leveling, farm ditches, and other improvements in addi- 
tion to equipping and normal farm operating, such as fences. You 
can readily see that our farmers have been making, and have large 
investments tied up before the farm is producing any income. Most 
of the average farmers in our district have to finance a big part of that 
investment through credit and that means pretty sizable interest in 
cost, until the loans are repaid. In order to keep that to a minimum, 
we try to get a crop in just as soon as we can get the canal water. Any 
slow down in construction will increase our financial costs. It will 
also run the risk of wind erosion, due to land being left without 
protection of a plant cover. 

This is a very serious matter to farmers of our district, so without 
taking more of your time on some of the other problems that the 
board of directors worries about, I want to urgently request your 
favorable action on the program for construction of the Wellton- 
Mohawk irrigation facilities. It is our understanding that about 
$3,900,000 is the minimum amount needed to keep the work on sched- 
ule. That means, just for this year; in order to keep on schedule for 
next year, we will need about $800,000 more for engineering, getting 
out specifications, for installation of the pumps, which Mr. McElhaney 
was talking about, so we will not fall behind on next year’s schedule. 

Keeping the work on schedule means bringing project water to 
21,300 acres of new farmland this year. Over 5,000 of these acres 
will be for veteran settlement. 

One final point is operation and maintenance. Under the repay- 
ment contract, the Bureau of Reclamation operates the irrigation 
works until they are taken over by the irrigation district. We are 
negotiating with the Bureau with a view to commencing that takeover 
about January 1, 1955, and then to take over operation of additional 
irrigation blocks as they are completed. We believe that the district 
can operate more economically at the same time that we relieve the 
Government of a considerable burden. 

In the meantime, we, naturally, are concerned with having enough 
money for the next year’s operation, and “eared that the project 
works be in good condition when we take them over, which means 
adequate funds for maintenance. 

I would like to remind you that the operation and maintenance op- 
eration is repaid immediately—not in 40 years or 60 years, but right 
the same year. This repayment is accomplished by the advance collec- 
tion of water charges which, in total, equal the estimated operation 
and maintenance expenditures. For these reasons, we urge your favor- 
able action on the full amount of the operation and maintenance 
budget before the committee. 

Unless the committee wishes more information on any point, that 
concludes my statement. 

We appreciate your giving us the time to present our problem when 
you are so busy with many other matters. However, these problems 
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are very important to us in the irrigation district, and I know that you 
gentlemen understand how diflicult it is to start a new farm these days. 

Mr. Fenton. Thank you, Mr. Woodhouse. 

Very well, Mr. Mansfield, you may proceed. 

Mr. Mansrtevp. Mr. Chairman, I have no prepared statement. I 
would like to clear up one point that might—— 

Mr. Fenton. Will you mee yourself for the record ? 

Mr. Mansrrevp. My name is J. D. Mansfield. I am the attorney 
for the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District. 

The — gentlemen in their testimony have referred to the 
budget before the committee of approximately $3,900,000. 

As I understand it, the President’s budget originally provided for 
$2.7 million and that there had been some rescheduling of the projects, 
which increased the Bureau of the Budget’s point of view recommenda- 
tion by $1,250,000. That amount, they said, would allow an estimate 
for construction and completion during this year of Dome 1, Dome 2, 
and Wellton, too. That would leave these three areas [indicating 
on map| yet to be constructed. 

Mr. Varro Will you identify them for the record ¢ 

Mr. Mansrretp. Mohawk No. 4; Mohawk No. 4 is right in this 
area; Ralph’s Mill Unit; and Texas Hills. 

Now actually the budget that is before the committee does not 
allow any funds for the specifications for the construction of those 
three units under our schedule which was approved by the committee 
in 1948. The ma ome tn for the three units would have been pre- 
pared during the coming fiscal toa and anticipated awarding the 
construction contract in the fiscal year 1956. If we are not able to 
obtain sufficient money to prepare those specifications during the fiscal 
year 1955, it would mean almost a year’s delay during which time we 
would have all of the administrative and overhead costs, and yet not 
be able to accomplish construction work during that period. 

Translated into terms of dollars and cents, that means several hun- 
dred thousand dollars to the farmers’ additional costs. Likewise, this 
is, as you businessmen can appreciate—the fact is that at the present 
time in working on contracts we have four major contractors in the 
area, such as Morris and some of the others. 

Their bids, thus far, when they bid on units in the project, there is 
no item of cost in moving in expensive equipment and personnel. So 
that if a year lapses in contracting the award, it means you have got 
a loss which, in turn, means large dollars and cents to the farmers on 
the 

Likewise, if we could obtain, instead of $3.9 million, an additional 
$800,000, we could complete the engineering work and solve the 
problem that way, save a complete year’s construction, which in turn 
would reduce our cost, and, in turn, reduce the cost of the amount of 
money which would have to be appropriated by the Congress at some 
future time. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the amount of acres involved in these three 
units? 

Mr. Mansrterp. For the last 3, I believe there would be close to 
18,000. I do not have that figure with me. 

Mr. McEtuaney. Between 18,000 and 20,000. 

Mr. Mansrtetp. That would allow us to finish, to complete the 
project. 
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There is another important factor that bears directly upon the com- 
pletion of the project, and the assumption of responsibility of opera- 
tion and maintenance by the district, which, in turn, would decrease 
the Government payroll, so to speak, and allow complete operation 
ane  auapiamaapiea responsibility to be placed in the hands of the 

istrict. 

All those things together means dollars and cents to the farmer 
and less money that they will have to repay. 
ht there are any further questions, I will be glad to try to answer 

em. 

Mr. Fenton, We think it is a very worthwhile project and you 
are making considerable headway. 

Mr. McEtuaney. Yes. 

Mr. Fenton. Of course, it has been the thought of this committee 
that this project is one we ought to try to expedite completion on. 

Mr. McE.tnaney. We feel, Mr. Chairman, very strongly, that it 
should be expedited because we are very anxious to take over the 
operation and maintenance just as quickly as possible. We feel that 
we can get more people in there. 

Of course, the Bureau is working under restrictions which are placed 
upon them. It is no reflection on them, but they do have to work 
under conditions under which we do not have to work, so that we can 
really save money to both the farmers and the Government by the 
early completion of the project. 

r, Fenton. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Buner. Gentlemen, I notice in the Bureau of Reclamation 


Hoocianpgy for this project item, for this fiscal year, the following 


anguage : 


Additional pumps, motors, and pertinent electrical equipment will be on hand 


for the main pumping plant. However, their installation will be deferred until 
the following year. 


What is the reason for that deferment; do you know about that? 

Mr. McEtuaney. Well, since there is not enough money on hand 
for the completion of the engineering and specifications, they felt that 
it would require another full year before appropriations would be 
made available to complete the project. 

We feel that if some money is made available to install these pumps 
and complete the specifications, on these three units, contracts for 
which have been let, we can complete the project a full year ahead of 
plans as they may have been set up. And that would mean several 
thousand dollars of money that the farmers and the farmowners will 
not have to pay. The farmers are ready, waiting, and they are now 
ready to go. It is not a matter of getting them to come in; they are 
on the project. It is not a matter of getting them there; they are now 
there and ready to go. The think that bothers them now is that it is 
not progressing fast enough. 

r. Boner. As far as you know, the only reason for this deferment 
which you are speaking of is a financial one? 

Mr. McEtuanry. That is right. 

Mr. Mansrretp. May I add this further word: I believe you will 
find that was in the original justification, and was based, I believe, 
on $2,700,000 as oriirinalty requested by the Bureau of the Budget. 
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That recommendation would have eliminated the black top that is 
before you and part of the orange. 

With the additional rescheduling of that, it could be completed 
during this year and the pumping capacity will be required some- 
what sooner than was anticipated in the original justification. The 
pumps are on order, substantially completed, and the request was 
merely for installation of them, the pumping plants that are already 
built. 

Mr. McEnaney. There is one other point that I would like to brin 
out. In order to take over operation and maintenance, we unit 
have to have a compact operation. ‘The way it.is planned, we would 
take over the three units here [indicating]. 

Mr. Fenton. Will you identify them for the record? 

Mr. McEunaney. Mohawk 1, Mohawk 2, and Wellton 1. Those 
are compact units. We hope to take over—the plan is to take over 
the operation and maintenance the first of next year on those. 

Now, if the slowup goes ahead—this is the next block we want to 
take over—-Dome 1, Dome 2, and Wellton 2. If they are not com- 
pleted, we will not be able to take over for a full year the operation 
and maintenance of the project. If they were completed, we would 
be able to take over this area, but if not, we would have to wait for 2 

ears. 
4 Mr. Jensen. Have you asked the Department of Interior for addi- 
tional funds for this fiscal year 1955 ¢ 

Mr. McEvuaney. We have taken the Bureau figures and we have 
not had those available to us, Mr. Chairman. We do not exactly know 
what those figures represent, but we are expressing to you our opinion 
of what should be the most economical way to proceed down there. 

Mr. Jensen. How much money do you think will be required ? 

Mr. McEcuaney. It will take about $800,000 next year. 

Mr. Jensen. More than the present $3 million? 

Mr. McExuaney. More than the $3 million. 

Mr. Mansriexp. As was brought out earlier, that additional amount 
of money would go toward finishing up the projects in one additional 
construction unit. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. Thank you very much. 

All I can say now is that the committee will give your suggestion 
full consideration. 

Mr. McE.uaney. Thank you. 

Mr. Buper. Do you have a firm commitment from the Bureau of 
Reclamation that if this money is provided that they will turn over 
to you the operation and maintenance in the year 1955? 

Mr. McEtuaney. Yes; they have been, in fact, anxious for us to 
take over and handle the irrigation of block 1 this year. But we 
didn’t have a manager down there who was capable of taking over 
at this time and we are proceeding to hire a man now but we did not 
want to take over Mohawk 1 and 2 and Wellton 1 this year, because we 
did not have someone we felt could do it. 

As I say, we are hiring a man who will take over. The Bureau 
has indicated, in fact. it has insisted, that we take over operation and 
maintenance as early as we can. And for that reason we do want 
these pumps in, and want them in good condition and in the best 
operating condition, so that when we do take over the operation and 
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maintenance down here, then these units, the operation will not cost 
more than it should. 

Mr. Buper. I am very happy to know that the Bureau of Reclama- 
= is anxious to turn over the project to the people who are paying 

or it. 

Mr. McEtuaney. Yes; they are. They have asked us to take it 
over. 

Mr. Mansrrevp. I might add, Mr. Budge, by way of background, 
that when we began the renegotiation of the repayment contract, we 
had in mind the contract also—the taking over of each unit as it was 
completed, so that when the project was completed, we would have 
a close unit, and would have an operation, a complete operation, and 
it was with that background that we entered into the agreement. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, off the record for a moment. 

(Off the record discussion.) 

Mr. McEtuanry. We wish to thank the committee very much for 
your kindness in hearing us. 


Frmay, Freervary 19, 1954. 
East Bay Monicrran Urmiry Disrricr, OAKLAND, CALIF. 


WITNESSES 
NORTHCUTT ELY 

ROBERT L. McCARTY, SPECIAL COUNSEL 
JOHN W. McFARLAND, GENERAL MANAGER 


Mr. Jensen. We have before us this evening Mr. Northcutt Ely 
and Mr. John W. McFarland, in the interest. of the East Bay Mu- 
a my Utility District of Oakland, Calif. 

r. Exy. I will just make a brief statement, if I may. I am ap- 
pearing with McFarland on behalf of the East Bay Municipal Dis- 
trict, with headquarters at Oakland, Calif. We have the honor to 
appew before your committee, and have had before, to bring to you 

e recurring problem resulting from the proposal of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, some years ago, of building an aqueduct from the Contra 
Costa Canal into the city of Richmond, Calif., to serve a new district, 
called the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District, which 
would go into operation in competition with the existing district, the 
East Bay Municipal Utility District, which serves the entire eastern 
portion of San Francisco Bay, including the city of Oakland and the 
cities of Berkley, Alameda, and Richmond. 

Mr. Buper. This has reference to municipal water supply? 

Mr. Exy. An industrial water supply. The proposal is to build 
an aqueduct to bring water through the Contra Costa Canal and 
serve the Standard oil refineries, which account for one-third of the 
whole industrial load of our district, and other industries in that 
area. 

We are opposed to that for every reason in the catechism in that it 
would establish, through the use of Federal funds, industrial water 
to an area that is already served by a public agency, the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District without any Federal contribution. Our 
district has invested over $150 million to provide an adequate supply 
for the entire East Bay area. We say it is bad policy for the Federal 
Government to subsidize a municipal and industrial water district 
to operate in competition within, and with, an existing public district. 
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That is the background, Mr. Chairman. We have been before the 
committee several times. The Bureau had an item in the budget some 
years ago which, if approved, would result in construction in this 
project. 

he committee struck out that language and inserted language 
which prohibited that construction. 

The following year the Senate committee inserted language which 
prohibited the expenditure co for completion of a survey and 
ps which has now been finished by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

e want the principle established by appropriate language, as this 
committee decided on earlier occasions, that the Congress is against 
this type of Federal investment. This seems to be a recurring problem. 
The budget this year, as last, contains language allowing expenditures 
only for completion of a report. , But the repert is completed. The 
policy decision should now be mede. It should be a decision against 
rrr om a now or at any other time. The bill should express that 

ecision. 

With that summary, may I submit my prepared statement, which 
contains the text of the amendment we request. 

Mr. JENsEN. Very well. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


My name is Northcutt Ely. I am an attorney with offices in the Tower Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. I am special counsel for the East Bay Municipal Utility 
District, Oakland, Calif., and appear before you accompanying Mr. John McFar- 
land, general manager of that district. 

Our reason for appearing is in connection with the proposed diversion of water 
from the Contra Costa Canal by means of the so-called Richmond conduit or 
aqueduct in order to bring industrial water to the Southwest Contra Costa 
County Water District in Richmond, Calif. 

T would like to give you a brief history of this item before the Congress. Mr. 
MeFarland will follow with comments on the present situation and on the report 
of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

We understand that there is no figure included in the budget before you for 
the construction of this eonduit. A bill (H. R. 3691) by Representative Condon 
has been introduced in this Congress, however, which would authorize the con- 
struction of this same conduit as an extension or expansion of the Central Valley 
project, California. The proposition is accordingly very much alive, and we 
appreciate this opportunity to register objection to it. 

We first appeared before your committee in 1951, when you were hearing 
Interior appropriation requests for fiscal 1952. A field investigation of this 
project was being conducted at the time. Your report (p. 10) best summarizes 
the situation: 

“Testimony indicates that $630,000 requested for Contra Costa distribution 
system was to be used for initiating construction of an aqueduct to serve the 
Southwest Contra Costa County Water District which is within the boundaries 
of the East Bay Municipal Utility District on the east side of San Francisco Bay. 
Owing to lack of agreement between two competing public agencies the $630,000 
item under reference has been deleted from the approved program. No funds 
in the accompanying bill, or previously appropriated, are to be available for 
the design or construction of works to deliver water within the boundaries of 
the East Bay Municipal Utility District, California.” 

The Senate restored the funds referred to but only to be used for other Central 
Valley project purposes—the prohibition against the use of. the funds for this 
conduit was retained. 

In 1952 following appearances before both House and Senate committees on 
fiscal 1953 appropriations, the following language became a part of the Interior 
Department Appropriation Act for fiscal 1953: 

“Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be available for other than 
the completion of field engineering, survey work, and preliminary designs of 
the Southwest Contra Costa Connty Water District system and no repayment 
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contract shall be executed or construction begun until plans have been submitted 
to and approved by the Congress through its legislative and appropriation pro- 
cedures, after submission of a report to the Congress by the Secretary of the 
Interior (1) on the cost and feasibility of said project, including the necessary 
distribution system and (2) on the rates required to be charged to the ultimate 
consumers,” 

‘The adoption of this language indicates the apparent feeling that since in- 
vestigations of this project had been half completed, those investigations should 
be permitted to continue and report thereon made to Congress, without, however, 
any contract being entered into or any construction actually being started. 

The report contemplated was not completed at the time of your hearings 
last year on appropriations for fiscal 1954. Accordingly, we appeared before 
you again. The Interior Appropriation Act for fiscal 1954 contained language 
identical with that just quoted above, appearing in the act for fiscal 1953. 

The budget now before you for the fiscal year 1955 (p. 740) reeommends 
enactment of the same language again this year. In the meantime the report 
contemplated has been completed by the Bureau of Reclamation and is presum- 
ably undergoing study among the departments preparatory to its submission 
to the Congress. A copy of the report was supplied to the East Bay Municipal 
Utility District by the Reclamation Bureau and Mr. McFarland will comment 
briefly on it. 

In view of the fact that the report has been completed we think it appropriate 
to request the following language as a substitute for the language proposed 
in the budget before you: 

“Provided, That no funds appropriated by this or any previous act shall be 
used for the design or construction of an aqueduct or extension of the Contra 
Costa Canal to the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District or city of 
Richmond, California ; and no contract shall be negotiated by the United States 
or any Officer thereof for the construction or financing of such aqueduct or canal 
unless and until the construction of the same shall have been specifically 
authorized by act of Congress.” 

We make this request for the following reasons: 

1. This project would provide, through the use of Federal funds, industrial 
water to an area already served by a public agency, the East Bay Municipal 
Utility District, without any Federal contribution. 

2. This amounts to a subsidy of one public agency, the Southwest Contra 
Costa County Water District, in competition with another public agency, the 
East Bay Municipal Utility District. 

3. This is not a reclamation project but a project to serve a municipality, 
already so served at no expense to the Government, with industrial water by the 
use of Federal funds. With few exceptions the Government has never entered 
into the municipal water business and this case does not justify another 
exception. 

4. The history of this proposition shows that this project was very nearly 
started on the basis of a secretarial authorization. Proper restrictive language 
in appropriations measures seems to be necessary in order that this work will 
not begin, nor a repayment contract for it be executed, until Congress has had 
the opportunity to decide for itself whether this is a field to which the Federal 
Government should extend its activity. 


Mr. Buver. May I ask you this question, Mr. Ely? 

Mr. Certainly. 

Mr. Buper. Do you think the construction as has been detailed is 
legal under the existing Reclamation Act? 

r. Ery. No, I do not, Mr. Budge. When we appeared here some 
years ago in respect to that point, the question was raised whether 
the original authorizing act of the Central Valley project answered 
the Richmond aqueduct. 

There is authority for the furnishing of municipal and industrial 
water supplies where it is incident to reclamation, but not for an in- 
vestment in an aqueduct wholly for industrial purposes. 
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Mr. Jensen. Will you proceed, Mr. McFarland ? 
Mr. McFartanp. Mr. Chairman, for the record, my name is John 

ne McFarland, general manager of the East Bay Municipal Utility 
istrict. 

Mr. Ely has stated very clearly and very well to you what the back- 
ground is. I am here to present the opposition of the board of di- 
rectors to the proposed project. The board of five men is elected by the 
people and feel very keenly their responsibility to the entire interest 
of a million customers on the east side of San Francisco Bay, only a 
portion of whom would be served by the subject. project, and the op- 
Swe to this project has been formulated only after long and care- 

] deliberations. 

This matter has been pending for several years. At last the long- 
awaited engineering report by the Bureau of Reclamation is omioigh 
Our predictions regarding the facts that this report would produce 
have come true; the proposed cost to the customers is approximately 
the same as that now in effect from our own existing district. In other 
words, the long-heralded low-cost industrial water is a myth. 

The findings of this report, therefore, merely add to all of the basic 
nk ae to Federal competition and duplication with an existing 
publicly owned organization. 

We respectfully urge, therefore, that language be written into the 
appropriation bill prohibiting any expenditure whatsoever for the 
proposed extension of the Contra Costa Canal to the Southwest Con- 
tra Costa County Water District, thus preventing a wasteful and un- 
necessary expenditure of Federal funds. 

As I stated, the board, from the beginning, in the interest of the 
entire area, has been opposed to this particular project because of the 
adverse effect it would have upon our overall interests. 

We are opposed to the project and think it should be killed, and 
therefore, we respectfully ask that you put in the appropriation 
definite restrictive language which will accomplish that purpose. 

Mr. Buper. Is this a public corporation? 

Mr. McFarvanp. Yes, ours is a public corporation. 

Mr. Buper. In other words, what we would have here is the Fed- 
eral Government ya tee with a public corporation formed under 
the laws of the State of California. 

Mr. McFartanp. That is correct. 

Mr. Buper. There is no private corporation involved ? 

Mr. McFartanp. There is no private sompetetion involved, no. 

Mr. Jensen. Very well, we thank you, Mr. McFarland. 

-Mr. McFartanp. Thank you. 

Mr. Ery. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I will place in the 
record Mr. McFarland’s comments on the Reclamation Bureau’s re- 
port on the Richmond aqueduct. 

_ (The statement referred to follows:) 


COMMENTS BY THE East Bay MuNIcrPAL UTILity District on’ REPorT py UNITED 
Srates BUREAU OF RECLAMATION ON FEASIBILITY AND ESTIMATED COST OF THE 
SoutHwest Contra Costa County Water District System DatTep May 1953 


The East Bay Municipal Utility District is a publicly owned, nonprofit agency, 
operating under the laws of the State of California, and responsible to the 
people for the water supply of a sizable metropolitan area, of which the area 
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covered by this report is a part. In the 30 years of its operation, $77 million 
in bonds have been voted by the people to pay for waterworks it has constructed 
or purchased. — 

This report by the Bureau of Reclamation purports to evaluate the feasibility 
of an extension of the Contra Costa Canal to supply water for industrial use 
to the area in and around Richmond, Calif. In reality it does nothing of the 
kind. It makes no recommendation, but merely finds that the extension is 
engineeringly feasible, that is, physically capable of being constructed, and 
estimates the: cost of water to the hypothetical consumer. This is far from a 
finding of feasibility. No such project can be termed feasible in the true sense 
unless it is shown, first, that there is actual need for the supply; second, that 
industrial consumers would use and pay for it; and third, that there is no 
better way to do the job. The report assumes these conditions to be the case; 
however, it is shown in the following that each is a false assumption. 


1. Need for the supply 


There is at present an entirely adequate water supply for industrial, as well as 
domestic, purposes in the area covered by the report. There is no existing or 
prospective shortage of supply in the area. The utility district as a whole has 
water rights to, and has constructed the major facilities for, a supply of 225 
million gallons daily, of which it is currently using 115 million gallons daily. 
Water rights to additional supplies from the same source for distant future use 
are in process of acquirement. The unused supply is at least 110 million gallons 
daily—nearly 5 times the capacity of the proposed project. Its use awaits the 
growth of demand. Therefore, there is no justification for the assumption that 
the new supply is needed within the foreseeable future. 

2. Payment for the supply 

All industries now in the area are supplied by the utility district, but pro- 
spective new industries, in the event the proposed project were built, would 
have the choice of: 

(a) Service from the utility district, with a high-quality, treated and filtered 
water, through an existing system with adequate storage, pressure, and standby 
service at rates, tabulated below, which have been steadily decreasing over the 
years as more and more of the district’s debt is retired and which are now the 
lowest in the San Francisco and San Pablo Bay areas: 


Monthly rate schedule * effective September 1, 1953 


100 cubic feet 
For the first 3,300 cubic feet 
For the next 30,000 cubic feet. 
For the next 300,000 cubic feet 
For all over 333,300 cubic feet 

1 Plus a service charge which varies from $1 per month for %-inch and %4-inch meters 
up to $200 per month for a 12-inch meter. 

This rate of $0.09 per 100 enbic feet, or $0.12 per 1,000 gallons, is the same as 
the rate used in the Bureau’s report, and is the rate that would apply to large 
industrial users where cost of water is significant ; or 

(bv) Service from the proposed project, with an untreated, unfiltered water, at 
practically the same basic rate but with large and uncertain additional costs for 
standby service, peaking service, water treatment, and boosting of pressures, as 
the report points out. The standby service in particular would be expensive. 
The utility district, the only agency in the area capable of giving standby serv- 
ice, has made no provision for the required facilities, and its present standby 
charges have not been calculated on the basis which would govern the proposed 
new service. The new charges would necessarily be based on the new capital 
investment by the utility district required to provide the standby service as- 
sumed in the report, without which service the proposed project would be 
unsatisfactory and unreliable as a source of water supply for industry. 

No valid reason is suggested in the report to explain what would induce an 
industry to select the proposed new supply rather than the existing one. It is 
most unlikely, therefore, that the new supply could be paid for from sales of 
water, as assumed in the report. 
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$8. Alternative method 


The report shows that the proposed conveyance system would cost the United 
States $6,132,000. This is entirely unnecessary. Experience elsewhere in Cali- 
fornia has shown that small projects of this type can more expeditiously be 
handled by the responsible local agency. If the project were needed—which, as 
shown above, is not the case—it could and should be locally financed and built 
by the utility district at no expense to the United States. 

Quite apart from the questionable propriety of the United States fostering 
competition with an existing local publicly owned, nonprofit utility, fully eapable 
of providing the required water service by local financing, it is concluded from 
the foregoing that the proposed extension of the Contra Costa Canal to Richmond 
is unjustified, unfeasible, and a waste of public funds, and should be condemned 
and abandoned as a Federal project. 


Frmay, Fesrvary 19, 1954. 
CrenTRAL VALLEY 


WITNESSES 


NORTHCUTT ELY 

ROBERT L. McCARTY, SPECIAL COUNSEL 

A. D. EDMONSTON, STATE ENGINEER OF CALIFORNIA, EXECUTIVE 
OFFICER OF THE WATER PROJECT AUTHORITY, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have with us Mr. Northcutt Ely and 
Mr. A. D. Edmonston, who are representing the Water Project Au- 
thority of California. 

Mr. Ey. Mr. Chairman, I shall not take up the time of the com- 
mittee, other than to ask permission to intreduce Mr. Edmonston, and 
to include a brief statement. 

My name is Northcutt Ely. Iam an attorney with offices in the 
Tower Building, Washington, D. C. I am special counsel for the 
Water Project Authority of the State of California and appear here 
today with Mr. A. D- Eincnean. State engineer of California and 
executive officer of the water project authority of that State. 

The Central Valley project of California was authorized by the 
California Legislature in 1933 to be constructed for the State under 
the direction of the water project authority through revenue bond 
financing. These bonds were offered to the PWA. That agency ap- 
approved the project but directed that it be constructed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation and be financed, as a Federal project, under the recla- 
mation law. Actual work has been in progress since 1935. 

The water project authority is spokesman for the State in its rela- 
tions with the Reclamation Bureau as the construction agency. Each 
year a representative of the authority appears before you in connec- 
tion with appropriations believed by the authority to be necessary to 
earry on planned construction for the forthcoming fiscal year. Mr. 
Edmonston will testify as to this. 

As you may recall, in furtherance of the original intent of the State 
legislature in authorizing the project as State owned and controlled 
that body in 1952 directed the water project authority to study an 
report on the possibility of effecting a transfer of the Central Valley 


— from the Federal Government to the State. Ten million 
ollars was appropriated, a portion of which will be utilized as an 
initial payment should such a transfer prove feasible. This study 
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is virtually complete but further action is awaiting an exchange of 
data between the agencies of the Federal Government and the State 
agencies concerned. Conferences with top level officials in the In- 
terior Department, Treasury, Department of the Army, and the 
Bureau of the Budget, have been held. It is hoped that the further 
information necessary to a fina] analysis of this matter will be forth- 
coming from the Federal Departments in the very near future so that 
the State may be in a position to determine whether it is feasible to 
ial a proposal to the Interior Department, and subsequently to 
ongress. 
r. JENSEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Ely. 

Mr. Edmonston, you may proceed. 

Mr. Epmonston. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee; I am A. D. Edmon- 
ston, State engineer of California and executive officer of the water 
project authority of the State, on whose behalf I am appearing before 
you today in support of a request for an appropriation of $26,600,000 
for the Central Valley project for the fiscal year 1955. 

The water project authority, created by State legislative act in 
1933, is the official representative of the State of California in matters 
pertaining to the Central Valley project, units of which have been 
constructed or are now under construction by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion of the Department of the Interior. The authority has done 
everything in its power to further the construction of the project and 
has interested itself in matters pertaining to the sale of water and 
power made available by it. 

As you probably know, work on the originally authorized units of 
the Central Valley project is practically completed and they are now 
functioning as planned and designed, in producing and transporting 
water and electric power to areas of use. Only sufficient funds to do 
ineidental work on these units are still required. However, from 
time to time other units have been added to the originally authorized 
Central Valley project by the Congress. These comprise distribution 
canal systems authorized in October 1940, the American River 
Development authorized in October 1949, and the Sacramento Valley 
irrigation canals, now called Sacramento canals unit by the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation, authorized in September 1950. Of 
these, the irrigation distribution systems and the Folsom power plant, 
Nimbus afterbay and power plant and the Sly Park project, of the 
American River development, are now under construction by the 
United States Bureau of Reclamation. 

As in past years, the water project authority has had its engineers 
a report covering the amounts of ap previously 
made for the Central Valley project through the fiscal year 1954; 
status of construction work on, and the costs of, the active features; 
status of the presently unauthorized features; and a recommendation 
as to the amounts of money which could be advantageously used for 
the project in the fiscal year 1955. 

This report was presented to the water project authority at its 
meeting 26, 1954. At that meeting the authority adopted 
a resolution recommending the appropriation of the following amounts 
for expenditure on the Centra alley project features during the 
fiscal year 1955: 
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(a) Shasta Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant; Keswick Dam, Reser- | 
voir and powerplant; Shasta-Tracy west side line; Tracy switch- 
yard; and general property additions__.___._-_________--_______-_ $700, 000 
(b) Sacramento Valley canals 


(c) Folsom power facilities and additions to Central Valley project 


radio network 4 7, 000, 000 
(d) Sly Park Dam and conduit. ..-.-..--.----_--_ 3, 000, 000 
(e) Tracy pumping plant and intake canal; Delta fish protection 

facilities; Delta Cross Channel; Delta-Mendota Canal 500, 000 
(f) Friant Dam and Reservoir; Madera Canal; Friant-Kern Canal; 

and general property additions ‘ 700, 000 
(9g) Irrigation distribution systems _.. 10,000, 000 
(h) Water rights, Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers__.-_-----~- 


Total 


A copy of the resolution is being filed with your committee as a part of 
this statement. 


INITIALLY AUTHORIZED UNITS 


Items A, E, F, and H of the foregoing list, the total recommended 
appropriation for which is $2,600,000, cover additional expenditures 
required on the initially authorized units of the Central Valley proj- 
ect. These expenditures would cover construction of access roads, 
payments for lands and properties, additional work required on units 
already installed, installation of measuring devices in canals, and 
some construction of permanent operating quarters and facilities for 
their water supply. The proposed expenditure for water rights in- 
cludes purchase of additional rights required for the project, investi- 
gations to determine existing rights, and the collection of data required 
for making such determinations, 


AMERICAN RIVER DEVELOPMENT 


Proposed expenditures for the American River development in- 
clude those listed as items C and D, Folsom power facilities and the 
Sly Park project, amounting to $10,000,000. . 

he power facilities include a hydroelectric powerplant at the base 
of Folsom Dam, with a generating capacity of 162,000 kilowatts, the 
Nimbus afterbay with a 13,500 kilowatt powerplant in the Nimbus 
Dam, located 7 miles downstream from Folsom Dam, and a transmis- 
sion line from the powerplants to the existing Central Valley project 
transmission line on the east side of the Sacramento Valley. n- 
struction is well advanced on the power generating and afterbay 
facilities. The transmission line is scheduled for completion in the 
present year. The Folsom Dam and 1,000,000-acre-foot Folsom Res- 
ervoir, the key units of the Folsom project, are being constructed 
by the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, and are expected to 
be sufficiently completed to permit the storage of water and genera- 
tion of power in 1955. The amount of $7,000,000 recommended for 
appropriation for the Folsom power facilities and additions to the 
radio network constructed to facilitate operation of the Central Valley 
project, including the American River development, does not provide 
funds for construction of a fish hatchery to be used to replace spawn- 
ing areas submerged by the Nimbus afterbay, as has been proposed 
as a part of the fish protection program of the project. It is believed 
that temporary measures for such protection should be used until 
the Folsom and Nimbus projects are in operation and their effects on 
spawning can be determined. 
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The Sly Park project, for which an appropriation of $3 million 
is recommended, fics in El Dorado County and comprises works for 
the storing of water on, and diverting it from, Sly and Camp Creeks, 
tributaries of the Consumnes River, to lands in El Dorado County 
in the American River Basin. Work on this project is well under 
way, with some of the units completed, and the money requested 
would be used for continuation of construction. 


IRRIGATION DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS 


The Bureau of Reclamation is presently constructing irrigation 
distribution systems for several districts for the utilization of the 
water made available by the Central Valley project. It has been 
brought to our attention that other districts desire surveys and the 
preparation of plans by the Bureau of Reclamation preliminary to 
execution of contracts for the construction of distribution systems. 
It is recommended, therefore, that the sum of $10 million be made 
available to the Bureau of Reclamation for continuation of con- 
struction of the irrigation distribution systems on which work is now 
in progress, and for work preliminary to the start of construction 
in other districts. 
SACRAMENTO CANALS UNIT 


An appropriation of $4 million for work on this unit is recom- 
mended. When the addition of the Sacramento valley irrigation 
canals, now called Sacramento canals unit, to the Central Valle 
project was authorized by the Congress in September 1950, a provi- 
sion was included that no expenditure of funds should be made for 
construction of the project until the Secretary of the Interior, with 
the approval of the President, had submitted to the Congress with 
respect to such work, a complete report and findings of feasibility 
under the provisions of the Federal reclamation laws. Such a report 
was approved and adopted by the Secretary of the Interior on 
May. 2, 1952. 

As provided by the Flood Control Act of 1944, the Secretary’s pro- 
posed report upon the feasibility of the Sacramento canals unit was 
submitted to the State of California for its views and recommendations 
and these were forwarded to the Secretary of the Interior on October 
27, 1952. It was recommended therein that the general plan proposed 
by the Secretary of the Interior be adopted, modified however by the 
elimination of 2 features (a) an expensive diversion dam across the 
Sacramento river about 4 miles downstream from Red Bluff and (b) 


the Tehama-Colusa gravity canal, 121 miles in length, and in lieu there- 
of the addition of 2 relatively short pump canals located strategically 
to adequately serve the areas involved. Two short pump eanals, Chico 


and Corning, recommended in the report of the Secretary would be 
retained as features of the plan. The recommended plan of the State 
thus comprises 4 pump canals instead of the 2 pump canals and an 
expensive diversion dam with its long gravity canal, as recommended 
by the Secretary of the Interior. 

With reference to a comparison of the 2 plans the following is quoted 
from pages 59 and 60 of the views and recommendations of the State: 

A comparison of capital and annual costs for the proposed plan of the 
Secretary of the Interior with the alternative pump plan indicates the capital 


cost would be about $25,650,000 less and the annual cost would be about $751,000 
less for the pump plan. The cost of water delivered at the farm headgate would 
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be about a dollar per acre less than with the proposed plan of the Secretary of 
the Interior. 

The pump plan would also lend itself to construction of units as local interests 
determine the need, and permit delay of construction of those units which would 
serve areas which are not ready to change from a ground water supply to a 
supply from the Sacramento River and those areas in which the landowners 
are not yet ready to enter into a contract with the United States for repayment 
of reimbursable irrigation costs, which it is stated in section 30 of the report of 
the regional director would be required before work started. Also, the plan 
would lend itself to construction of complete units by local agencies if they so 
desire. The Chico Canal is the same in both the proposed plan of the Secretary 
of the Interior and the pump plan. The Tehama Canal of the pump plan is 
the same as the Corning Canal of the Secretary’s proposed plan except for 
greater capacity and pump lift in the “ormer. ; 

In general, average charges for cost of pumping fiom wells in the service area 
of the Sacramento canals are less than the cost would be of a substitute surface 
supply from the Secretary of the Interior’s proposed plan. It is recognized that 
the cost of pumping from wells is not the only factor which must be considered 
in comparing the feasibility of obtaining a water supply from wells with that 
of obtaining an equivalent supply by diversion from the Sacramento River. An 
important factor which must be considered is the adequacy of the underground 
supply for a continuing supply from that source. 


The water project authority in its resolution attached hereto ap- 
proved the recommendation of the executive officer that the— 
expenditure of funds for the Sacramento Valley canals be congent upon organ- 
ization of public districts with adequate powers to enter into contracts with 


the United States for the delivery of water and for repayment of the construction 
costs of the works. 


In conclusion, I respectfully request on behalf of the water project 
authority that your committee give careful consideration to the fore- 
going findings and recommendations of the State of California and 
recommend an appropriation of $26,600,000 for work on features of 
the Central Valley project in the fiscal year 1955. I thank you for 
the opportunity of appearing before your committee and presenting 
this request. 

(The resolution above referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION OF THE WATER Progect AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
AT REGULAR MEETING ON JANUARY 26, 1954 


Whereas the executive officer has submitted to the Water Project Authority 
of the State of California a report entitled “Central Valley Project—Construction 
Progress, Status of Costs and Recemmendations for Congressional Appropria- 
tions for Fiscal Year 1955,” dated January 25, 1954; and 

Whereas in the foregoing report the executive officer recommends that the 
Congress of the United States be requested to appropriate the sum of $26,600,000 
to the United States Bureau of Reclamation for expenditure on the Central 
Valley project during the fiscal year 1955, subject to conditions relating to the 
Sacramento Valley’s canals, to be distributed as follows: 


(a) Shasta Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant; Keswick Dam. Res- 
ervoir and powerplant; Shasta-Tracy west side line: Tracy 


switchyard and general property additions _... $700,000 
(b) Sacramento Valley 4, 000, 00° 
(c) Folsom power facilities and additions to Central Valley project 

(d) Sly Park Dam and conduit_..--...-...-._--- . 8,000, 000 
(e) Tracy pumping plant and intake canal; delta fish protection 1 

facilities; delta cross channel; Delta-Mendota Canal______--_. 500, 000 
(f) Friant Dam and Reservoir; Madera Canal; Friant-Kern Canal 

and general property 700, 000 
(a) Irrigation distribution systems__.___.....__--_-...-_.-- 10, 000, 000 
(h) Water rights, Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers_.....-_--- * 700, 000 


Total 26, 600, 000 


2 2 23 33 


2| 22 
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Whereas the executive officer recommends that the expenditure of funds for 
the Sacramento Valley canals be contingent upon organization of public districts 
with adequate powers to enter into contracts with the United States for the 
delivery of water and for repayment of the construction costs of the works: 
Now therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Water Project Authority of the State of California, That 
the 83d Congress, 2d session, of the United States be requested to appropriate 
in the 1955 fiscal year budget of the United States Bureau of Reclamation the 
sum of $26,600,000 for construction of the Central Valley project in accord 
with the foregoing recommendations of the executive officer ; and be it further 

Resolved, That the executive officer of this authority be authorized and directed 
to make representations before the appropriate bodies in support of this resolu- 
tion ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the President. 
of the United States, the Secretary of the Interior, the Commissioner of Rec. 
lamation, chairmen of the Appropriations Committees of the Congress, Direetor 
of the Bureau of the Budget, and to the California Representatives in the 
Congress. 

Mr. Epmonston. Mr. Chairman, on page 207 of the Bureau of 
Reclamation justification for this last year appears this statement: 

Concurrently with the completion of these major features, the program in- 
cludes planning for the construction of the Trinity River division. 

At page 209 of the justification appears, under the caption “Con- 
struction program,” eight “Trinity division” items aggregating 
$99,000. 

It is believed, and I recommend, that those items should appear 
under “General investigation” instead of under “Construction.” 

I would like to ask the committee whether, if the budget is ap- 
proved, as set up for the Trinity River division, it would constitute 
authorization by the Congress ? 

Mr. Jensen. Mr, Edmonston, that is a debatable question. The 
Trinity River project was authorized on January 2, 1952, just a few 
days before Secretary Chapman left office. It was authorized by the 
signing of feasibility by the Secretary of Interior, Mr. Chapman, 
claiming that it was a part of the Central Valley project. 

On this project, which has an estimated cost of $181,800,000—they 
spent in 1953, that is, up to June 30, 1953—$460,000 for investigation, 
and in this current year, fiscal year, 1954, there has been expended 
$22,000 and they have a request for $99,000 to be expended for inves- 
tigations for fiscal year 1955. They are making that request, as I say, 
not as a part of the general investigation fund, but as a separate item 
for the Trinity River division under the head of “Construction” 


rogram. 

x The Central Valley project has been allowed by the Budget Bureau 
another $100,000 for investigation, in addition to the $99,000. That 
comes under the general head of “General investigations.” Just why 
that should be permitted, why they should be permitted to expend 
$100,000 of the — investigations fund for this project, in addi- 
tion to $99,000 that they ask for investigation work under “Construc- 
tion” features of the program, is difficult to understand. 

Of course, I presume they called the $99,000 preconstruction; that 
is, dhey put it under the head, “Preconstruction.” I question this 
project as being a part of the Central Valley project. I do not believe 
that the Congress ever intended, when it passed the basic act, for the 
Central Valley project, that the Secretary of Interior, by his own act, 
could or should be permitted to authorize a project of this size in 
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California and say it was a part of the Central Valley project. I am 
sure that Congress never intended that could be done, or that it should 
be done by the Secretary of Interior under a finding of feasibility. 

_ This committee served notice on Secretary McKay several days after 
he took over his duties as Secretary of Interior, that this committee 
would not, under any circumstances, appropriate money for construc- 
tion for any preees which had been authorized by a finding of feasi- 
bility by the Secretary of the Interior. And here they are asking that 
we appropriate $99,000 under a construction item for this project 
which has a cost, an ultimate cost, of $100 million. 

Mr. Buper. May I say, Mr. Chairman, that there is a bill pending 
before another committee in the House authorizing the Trinity River 
project as a separate project and it is not even out of the House com- 
mittee as yet. 

_ Mr. Jensen. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 


Frinay, Fesruary 19, 1954, 
Cotume1a Basin AND Kennewick Progecr 
WITNESSES 


HON. HAL HOLMES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

HON. DON MAGNUSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

J. A. WEBER, PRESIDENT, JOINT BOARD OF COLUMBIA BASIN 

HUBERT H. WALTER, SECRETARY AND MANAGER, COLUMBIA 
BASIN COMMISSION 

MALCOLM CRAWFORD, SECRETARY AND MANAGER, KENNEWICK 
IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

FRANK LAMPSON, REPRESENTATIVE, KENNEWICK PROJECT COM- 
MITTEE 


Mr. Jensen. We are glad to have with us this afternoon ouwr ‘col- 
leagues Hal Holmes and Don Magnuson, with people from Washing- 
ton who are interested in the Columbia River Basin and other things 
in the reclamation program for the State of Washington. 

Mr. Mangnuson, we will be glad to hear from you. 

Mr. Maenuson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

I appear before you today to urge that you recommend a substantial 
increase in the amount of money proposed by the President’s budget 
for the Columbia Basin project. f 

This project is in the State of Washington, which it is my privilege 
to represent in the Congress as representative at large, as you know. 

There are experts here today from the Columbia Basin who in their 
testimony will cite figures and statistics which will justify beyond any 
doubt, in my opinion, the merits of our case for a substantially larger 
oppression than that proposed by the budget. 


he budget figure, as you know, is $8,600,000. A carryover of 


$218,000 would boost the amount available for the project in fiscal 


1955 to $8,818,000, 


| 
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The Bureau of Reclamation had requested $15,380,000, so you ean 
see that its estimate virtually was cut in half by the budget. 1 under- 
stand that the Bureau of Reclamation now has recommended that the 
Bureau of the Budget approve an additional $4 million, and I want to 
say that I believe most emphatically that this is the very least which 
should be allowed. 

The ag as it now stands would do incalculable damage to the 
Columbia Basin project. Its effect would be felt in 1956, when water 
could be made available to only 27,000 new acres. As you know, this 
project has been planned to permit bringing in 60,000 acres of land 
a year, with a total of 600,000 acres by 1960. 

It would be unconscionable for the Congress now to renege on that 
plan, for projects of this size are long-range propositions. You are 
well aware that this long-range-planning requirement applies not on] 
to the Federal Government, but to local prising agencies Ho 
local private enterprise as well. 

They have to know years in advance how many new settlers to 
expect, how many new classrooms and schools they must provide, 
what roads must be built, what utilities must be provided, how many 
people local business houses must be ready to serve. 

These are not plans subject to change overnight without doing ir- 
reparable harm to the local economy. Bond issues often are required 
to provide funds for major improvement of local facilities such as 
schools and roads, and the people cannot afford to obligate themselves 
in such major fashion without assurance that the new acreage and 
new people to justify those bond issues are going to be there on 
schedule. 


It would be nothing short of disastrous for this project’s funds to 
be cut back to the extent recommended by the budget. To adopt the 
proposal would be to upset the entire Columbia Basin reclamation 
plan, destroy the segremive confidence with which local free enter- 


prise has gone ahead to develop facilities and expand businesses in 
preparation for what hitherto has been an assured influx of new 
population. 

It goes without saying that slowing down the development only 
delays the day when the Government will be reimbursed entirely for 
this great investment in the future of the American people. I cannot 
imagine a truer example of false economy than that. 

I shall take no more of the committee’s time, but I do want to add 
that I have the greatest confidence in the judgment of this committee, 
and feel sure that when it has completed consideration of this problem 
it will recognize the wisdom of allowing sufficient money for this 
greatest reclamation project of recent times to proceed on schedule. 

Mr. JENSEN. Thank you, Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Holmes, we are glad to have you with us today for about the 
tenth time that you have appeared before the committee in the interest 
of the Columbia River Basin, and the Kennewick Division and other 
items of interest to your people. 

I am glad to see that you have brought to Washington many of my 
old friends and new ones. 

_ Mr. Weber is one whom I met on the job, right on the ground, several 
times. I have seen him operate out there. He has been a great 
worker for the development of that wonderful area. I know of your 
great interest in this project, and we will be glad to hear from you. 
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Mr. Hotes. Thank you. 

_ As you know, I testified a day or two ago personally and made 
arrangements through your committee to bring these people in from 
‘the State of Washington who wish to testify on behalf of the Kenne- 
wick Divsion of the Yakima project, and the Columbia Basin. 

_With your permission, may I introduce the first person who is going 
‘to make a statement for the Kennewick Division of the Yakima 
project, Mr. Malcolm Crawford, a distinguished citizen of Kennewick. 

r. Crawford’s copartner in the statement is Mr. Frank Lampson, a 
as aaa citizen of Benton County, and a commissioner of Benton 

ounty. 

May I say when I appeared the other day in behalf of the Columbia 
Basin project, for the correction of the record, it was my twelfth ap- 
pearance before your committee. It gives me great pleasure to present 
to you Mr. Malcolm Crawford, the secretary and manager of the Ken- 
newick Irrigation District. 
Mr. Crawford. 


STATEMENT OF J. CRAWFORD, SECRETARY-MANAGEB OF KENNEWICK 
GATION DistRIcT, AND FRANK S, LAMPSON, REPRESENTATIVE OF KENNEWICK 
Progect COMMITTEE, IN BEHALF OF KENNEWICK DIVISION, YAKIMA PROJECT, 
WASHINGTON 


We fully appreciate the opportunity granted to plead our cause before this 
committee and do so with a firm conviction that complete justification can 
be shown for a full construction schedule as originally programmed by the 
-United States Bureau of Reclamation. Some slowdown has already been ex- 
perienced during the current fiscal year as a result of the $393,197 fund reduction 
made by the administration and the placing in reserve of $95,000 by the Budget 
-Bureau. On small projects like our own, engineering and overhead costs seem 
‘to get way out of proportion to construction costs unless a definite and orderly 
program can be followed from start to finish of the project. 
_ Last October 26 we appeared before the Budget Bureau asking for the budget- 
ing of funds sufficient to bring the construction program as nearly as possible 
-back on the schedule planned in the beginning, We now recommend the appro- 
“priation of $900,000 above the figure proposed in the President’s budget for 
‘fiscal year 1955 which should enable the Bureau of Reclamation to continue 
construction work on the Kennewick Division of the Yakima project at a 
much more efficient rate than would a lesser sum. For the efficient carrying 
out of the construction program money must be appropriated to go along with 
_the timing of the canstruction plan. 

Gertain facts pertaining to the project should be made clear and we wish to 
bya them to your attention at this time. 


AUTHORIZATION 


.. The Kennewick Division of the Yakima project was authorized by the act 
of June 12, 1948 (Public Law 629, 80th Cong.). It is not, from a factual point 
of view, a new start but has always been part of the Yakima project. 


LOCATION 


. The Kennewick Division is located south of the confluence of the Yakima and 
‘Columbia Rivers as shown on the enclosed feature map, and lies entirely in 
‘Benton County in southeastern Washington. The division works extend from 
the diversion dam at Prosser, easterly for a distance of approximately 40 
miles to the village of Hover, Wash. 


HISTORICAL DATA AND DESCRIPTION 


$, Briefly, contracts have been entered into with the Kennewick Irrigation Dis- 
trict and the United States as far back as April 7, 1921, at. which time 
storage of 150,000 acre-feet of water was contracted for. The district then 
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bonded itself in 1928 to purchase rights-of-way, dam sites, and water rights 
which were turned over to the United States with subsequent spending of 
$600,844 under a contract of October 11, 1930. Particular notice should be made 
of the fact that all this money has been repaid to the Government. 

The last division to be developed in the original Yakima project authorized 
in March 31, 1909, is the Kennewick Division which is covered by our Govern- 
ment contract dated July 22, 1953. It is designed to furnish irrigation water 
to approximately 19,100 acres of land, of which 14,500 acres are undeveloped 
range land and about 4,600 acres are currently irrigated. by pumping from a 
canal owned and operated by an irrigation district other than our own. The 
new land will create some 350 to 400 full-time farms. 


JUSTIFICATION 


We stand in the rather unique position of being able to justify our project 
by actions the Federal Government itself has taken as well as the usual reasons 
for project construction. The fact that Government acquisitions in the past 
10 years have taken more than 300,000 acres of Benton County land should 
alone be ample justification for our project. As a matter of fact this is almost 
one-third the total area of our county. Included in these acquisitions were 
some 11,000 irrigated acres. A comparatively small portion of the Government- 
acquired land will be covered by the backwaters of McNary Dam. The re- 
mainder of the land is occupied by the Hanford plant of the Atomic Energy 
Commission which includes the city of Richland. The development of farms 
in this project will partially restore the losses incurred in the form of lost 
taxes through Government ownership of the city of Richland and the Hanford 

ant. 
piThe economy of the area is dependent on the Hanford employment and this 
employment fluctuates greatly, depending largely on the changing construction 
program there. A more fully developed agricultural and industrial program 
in the area will lessen the detrimental effects of these fluctuations on the 
economy of the community as a whole. 

The Kennewick area has a long growing season with a frost-free average 
of 181 days, good quality soils adapted to a wide variety of crops, and a 
water supply which is adequate without construction of additional storage 
works. Crop production is high with average gross returns per acre of old 
lands over the past 10 years being $227.71. 

Utilities, schools, main roads, railroads, and river port facilities on the 
Columbia River are all close to the new land. No part of the new land is 
more than 3 miles from a railroad loading point. 

The encroachment of urban population on the old lands of the project has 
reduced the farmed area of the Kennewick Irrigation District to less than 
3,006 acres. Where formerly the old lands of the projeet supported approxi- 
mately 170 families in 1930 there now live some 2,500 families. The Bureau 
of the Census reports that Benton County is the fastest growing county per- 
centagewise in the United States. This is, of course, the result of building the 
Hanford works and the attendant demand for labor of all classes during the 
variable construction program and there is every evidence that this activity 
will continue unabated for quite some time. Between the years 1940 and 1950, 
population figures showed an increase from 12,000 to 52,000 with an estimate 
of more than 70,000 for the tri-city area today. 

There is no doubt that development of the new lands will quickly follow 
the availability of irrigation water. Many advance applications to purchase 
land have already been made and the interest shown at land sales under the 
Columbia Basin project near here removes all doubt as to the interest of an 
adequate number of farmers in developing new land in our project. 

As originally planned by the United States Bureau of Reclamation the con- 
struction program provided for delivery of water to the farms in the spring 
of 1956 and we are heartily in favor of this schedule. Such a program would 
hold costs to a minimum; would relieve us of the high pumping costs of our 
old system which will no longer be used after the water becomes available 
from the new system; would relieve us of extensive rehabilitation on our two 
large wood stave pipe lines now used to carry irrigation water from our existing 
pumping plant. We sincerely hope you will recognize the urgency of the 
orderly programing of construction work. 
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In conclusion we would like to say we deeply appreciate the time you have 
given us to appear before this committee. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Crawford. 

Mr. Crawrorp. I would like to ask at this time your permission 
to submit a copy of some originals of letters we have from the State 
Department of Conservation and Development of the State of Wash- 
ington, and letters from the chamber of commerce supporting our 
request. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
(The letters referred to are as follows :) 


DepARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT, 
Olympia, Wash., February 11, 1954. 


KENNEWICK IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
Kennewick, Washington. 
(Attention: M. J. Crawford, secretary.) 

GENTLEMEN: We have been informed that the Bureau of the Budget has 
recommended $3,100,000 for the Kennewick division of the Yakima project for 
the next fiscal year. This amount is $1,332,000 short of the $4,432,000 requested 
by the Bureau of Reclamation for this project. Should the amount recommended 
by the Bureau of the Budget be adopted it would mean a delay of at least one 
year in the delivery of water to project lands. 

It is our opinion that it is poor economy to permit such a delay. The prospec- 
tive crops for this area are not surplus crops in this state and with few 
exceptions command a ready market and a good return for the landowner’s 
investment. With the large acreage in your area taken out of production by 
the Atomic Energy Commission and the encroachment of urban population on 
agricultural lands the added irrigated acreage is essential to support the region’s 
economy. 

We join the District’s officials in urging the Congress to appropriate $900,000 
above the amount recommended by the Bureau of Budget for the next fiscal year. 

Very truly yours, 


Gro. R. THOMPSON, 
Assistant Director and 
Supervisor of Reclamation. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
Kennewick, Wash., February 15, 1954. 


INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS, HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C. 
(Attention: Hon. Ben Jensen, chairman.) 

GENTLEMEN: This letter is being written to introduce our Mr. M. J. Crawford, 
Manager of the Kennewick Irrigation District, and to request that your dis- 
tinguished committee favor Mr. Crawford with a hearing concerning the com- 
pletion on schedule of the Kennewick division of the Yakima project. 

Our organization has every confidence in Mr. Crawford’s ability to present the 
facts to your committee and we know that he has studied all angles of the 
Kennewick division of the Yakima project. He is well qualified to advise 
your committee on all technical and community aspects of the project. 

As this project is so important to the basic economy of this area and to the 
cost of living index, we sincerely hope that your committee can see its way clear 
to act favorably upon Mr. Crawford’s recommendation. 

May we thank you for your consideration of our request and for any time or 
courtesy that you may show our Mr. Crawford while he is in Washington on this 
very important undertaking. 

Yours very truly, 


KENNEWICK CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Joan NEUMAN, President. 


Attested and filed: 


Epwarp D. Hopkins, 
Seeretary*M anager. 
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Kennewick, Wash., February 12, 1954. 
Sus-COMMITTEE INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, 


(Attention: Hon. Ben Jensen, chairman.) 


GENTLEMEN: The board of trustees of the Kennewick Chamber of Commerce 
and its membership wish to go on record with your distinguished committee as 
favoring unqualifiedly that the necessary monies be appropriated to continue and 
keep on schedule the “Kennewick division” of the Yakima project. 

Our organization is wholeheartedly in favor of economy in government and 
a balanced budget. But, at the same time, there are always certain expenditures 
in both private business and government which are necessary in order that 
economy may be practiced. The Kennewick division of the Yakima project is 
one of these cases. The Government would be unnecessarily wasteful if they 
allowed this project to fall behind schedule or did not push it to its scheduled 
completion. 

The basic economy of our area is agriculture. With the installation of the 
Hanford works project by the Atomic Energy Commission, this basic economy 
has been reduced to a very dangerous state. It is only with an early completion 
of the Kennewick division of the Yakima project that we can hope to combat 
disastrous results from this loss. Many wonder why our area is such a high 
cost of living area? The answer is very simple. Our basic agriculture produc- 
tion has been taken away from us and we are forced to import a high percentage 
of our food. 

May we thank you for your consideration of our request and for any time or 
courtesy that you may show our Mr. Frank Lampson, who is well qualified to 
discuss every phase of the above project with you. 

Yours very truly, 

KENNEWICK CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
JOHN NEUMAN, President. 

Attested and filed: 

Epwarp D. Hopkins, 
Secretary-Manager. 


Mr. Hotes. Mr. Chairman, the next person who will appear before 
you to discuss this matter is Mr. Hubert Walter, secretary and man- 
ager of the Columbia Basin Commission. His statement is a joint 
presentation with Mr. J. A. Weber. 

Mr. Watrer. I have a prepared statement in behalf of myself and 
Mr. Weber that I would like to file. 

geet JENSEN. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at 
this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


Jornt STATEMENT oF J. A. WeBER AND Husert H. WALTER IN BEHALF OF THE 
COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Our names are J. A. Weber, a member of the Washington State Columbia 
Basin Commission, president of the Joint Boards of Columbia Basin Irrigation 
Districts and a farmer on the project, and Hubert H. Walter, administrative 
assistant of the Washington State Columbia Basin Commission. 

We urgently request restoration of funds in the reclamation construction 
budget for the Columbia Basin project from the proposed $8,600,000 to an 
amount sufficient to keep the project on the schedule approved several years ago. 
We respectfully request that not less that $4,000,000 be added, but we wish to 
point out that even that amount will not enable us to maintain the previously 
adopted program. However, that sum added to the originally announced budget 
figure, plus a limited carryover of funds anticipated, would permit the project 
to be reasonably near the previously adopted program and would help protect 
the economy of the basin. Without this addition, the economy of the farmers, 
private enterprise, particularly small business men, and public and local gov- 
ernmental agencies would be dangerously jeopardized. 
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We have advanced to a point on this project where the soundness of it seems 
to be proven, and we have progressed to a place where any serious cutback 
in the development program would be disastrous. 

After more than 35 years of dreaming, struggling, and battling by drouth 
ridden pioneers of this central Washington area, water from the Columbia River 
behind Grand Coulee Dam finally reached the parched desert, which is fertile 
soil, needing only water to make it productive. State and Federal expenditures 
on this greatest of all irrigation projects exceeds $485,000,000, including the 
cost of Grand Coulee Dam, but only in 1952, after nearly 20 years of construction 
work, did water reach the land. Weter was availab.e for approximately 66,000 
acres, and 27,000 acres were cropped. These lands returned crops valued at 
$171 an acre, a figure which ranked high among irrigated lands of the West, 
even though the basin land was farmed for the first time. The acreage cropped 
in 1953 increased to 65,300 acres, with a per acre return of $145. It is esti- 
mated that 110,000 acres actually will be cropped in 1954. 

Still we are a long, long way from the project goal of an eventual 1,029,000 
acres and approximately 600,000 acres by 1960, an objective discussed and 
agreed to several years ago by the landowners, the Bureau of Reclamation and 
others in governmental positions. 

The main purpose of Grand Coulee Dam is irrigation, and we do not have 
enough land under development yet to justify the purpose for which that great 
dam was built. Furthermore, that cannot be justified until the land under water 
reaches at least one-half million acres. 

The Columbia Basin project construction work was programmed to bring 
from 50,0000 to 60,000 acres under water each year. Our farmers and business 
people and our State agencies geared their investments and economy to be in 
keeping with that program. They were justified in doing so, due to construc- 
tion agreements made. 

The landowners developed their lands, even though they did not have all the 
markets they would like, but they knew those markets would come as addi- 
tional lands were developed. They had every reason to believe those other lands 
would be developed rapidly, because, after all, there was a program of develop- 
ment that had been approved. Now those farmers, who have invested in the 
future of farming on the basin, will suffer if there is a cutback in the develop- 
ment rate. Their investments and the investments of those who are not yet 
receiving water but expected it in the near future will be in jeopardy if the 
schedule is not maintained. 

Processing plants will not come in to serve the acreage now under water, 
but they will come when more land is irrigated. Until more land is irrigated, 
the irrigation farmers now will be deprived of the processing plant outlet. 

An example of this is in dairying. Dairy processing plants vitally needed 
in the basin, cannot afford to come in now because the cattle on the land are 
insufficient to support them. They will come in, and have virtually assured 
us they will, when there is enough land under irrigation to maintain the neces- 
sary dairy cows to support dairy processing plants. However, until more land 
comes into production, the operators on the lands developed are denied the dairy 
processing plant outlet for their products. 

The same conditions apply in the sugar-beet industries, in which one company 
had acquired a site for a refinery, but is declining to go ahead with construction 
work at this time. 

The same detrimental results are being felt in other fields, so for the protec- 
tion of the economy of the farmers, the project must go ahead on schedule. 
Any delay may mean that present farmers will go under financially. 

Private industry, especially the small-business man, faces even a more ruinous 
future through delays or cutbacks. The Columbia Basin Commission and the 
joint boards of irrigation districts recently engaged economists to make a survey 
and to try to determine the future of the economy of the basin should anything 
so disastrous as curtailment occur. 

People in private enterprise and State and local governmental agencies have 
invested $96,000,000 in business buildings, homes, and other improvements since 
1946 when work on the irrigation features of this project began. They did not 
make these investments in small businesses solely to serve the people already 
on the basin. They did so to provide for and serve the population that was to 
come a few years hence. Now if these people do not come—and they will not 
come if the land is not brought into production—some of these small businesses 
are doomed for failure. 
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We in the State of Washington, who struggled so long to get this project, 
realized and still realize that we had and have obligations and responsibilities 
that must be met. We maintain that we have met them and have kept our 
development program in pace, or slightly ahead, of the Federal program. 

Up to the end of 1953, the State and counties in the basin built 421 miles of 
new roads, mostly farm-to-market roads, to serve the new irrigated areas. An 
additional 303 miles in 1954 and 320 miles in 1955 are in the planning. This 
program will mean at the completion an experditure of more than $9,000,000, a 
large part of which already has been spent. Expenditures made so far cime 
mostly from a $5,000,000 bond issue, authorized by the State legislature, to pro- 
vide farm-to-market roads on the basin. The counties al) spent heavily in this 
program. Counties are preparing bond issues for the be ilot in 1954 to provide 
additional funds for road building. 

Schools in the three counties on the Columbia Basin siace 1946 when irrigation 
construction work was started have increased the total cost of their facilities 
from $5,812,000 to $14,758,000, and in addition to that have voted special levies 
to finance operations. Here, too, the investments were made with a view to 
the future. They built beyond immediate needs to be ready for new pupils that 
would come annually under the land development program. Now these pupils 
will not come as rapidly as planned if there is any let down in the work and 
the taxpayers will be paying interest on bonds for facilities that are not used. 
They cannot afford to do this. 

Towns on the basin have spent $5,466,000 since 1946 for water, sewer, street, 

and fire protection improvements, and they, too, built beyond their immediate 
needs. 
All of these organizations and people were justified in investing for improve- 
ments for the future because they wanted to be ready for the growth that was 
coming according to a program jointly agreed to by the people of the area and 
their Government. 

To cut this project’s appropriation for the next fiscal year to $8,600,000 means 
the acreage coming into production will drop tremendously in the immediate 
future and we will have facilities that are not in use and business concerns 
that cannot survive. 

The farmer on the land will suffer beyond the loss of markets if there is any 
delay. The fixed charges for operations and maintenance on this project re- 
portedly are $250,000 a year. These charges and other operation and mainte- 
nance charges must be borne by the land under water. They are too high for 
the land now under water to carry alone. They must be spread out to as much 
land as possible and as quickly as possible. 

We maintain that it is impossible to develop the Columbia Basin too rapidly. 
The demand for land remains steady, as is shown by the public announcement 
calling for the sale of another 82 tracts owned by the Government. Government 
owned land, which amounts to 12 to 15 percent of the project, is sold to eligible 
veterans. The demand far exceeds the supply, so the purchasers, who buy at 
appraised prices, are determined by lottery. A drawing is planned for the near 
future, and the applications for the 82 tracts to be sold numbered 3,500 a week 
ago. The closing date for receiving applications is February 19. The large 
number of veterans seeking these tracts is about the same percentagewise as 
has been the case in previous drawings. 

We point with pride to the record. There has not been a report of a single 
incident of a veteran purchasing land under this program of having failed. 

We on the Columbia Basin are pround of our development record and the 
way we are bringing the lands into production, which is at a rate considerably 
in excess of the rate of development on other projects throughout the history 
of the reclamation program. There are 1,820 farm units in the blocks developed 
up to 1953. One thousand one hundred and eighty-three of them used water for 
agricultural crops. That is a 65-percent development in 2 years. 

The Department of Agriculture and the Bureau of Reclamation have pointed 
with pride to the development on other projects where the rate was much less 
than this. An example of this was the Vale project where glowing reports of 
favorable progress were made after 43 percent of the land was irrigated after 
water had been available for 3 crop years. 

The settlers progress report, Vale-Owyhee project, Oregon, United States De- 
partment of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural Economics in cooperation with 
Oregon State College, Bureau of Reclamation, and Farm Security Administra- 
tion, read : 
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“The Vale-Owyhee project was settled under circumstances that were unusually 
favorable to successful development. The subjugation of land proceeded at a 
ee rate than had been true on most irrigation projects previously 

The Columbia Basin settlement rate of 65 percent of available land under 
water far exceeds the Vale-Owyhee rate in a shorter period of time. 

We have waited a long time for the irrigation of this land. Originally, the 
irrigation work was supposed to start in 1942, but a war caused a delay, and it 
was not until 1946 that the actual construction got under way. 

Virtually all of the heavy work, the dam, the main canals, the siphons, and 
the tunnels, have been completed. There have been 205 miles of main canals 
and 750 miles of laterals built. Now the main job is to deliver water to the land, 
and when appropriations are denied it means delaying the time the water ar- 
rives on the land and the soil can be put into production. 

We believe this project is justified economically. We believe that from a 
construction standpoint it is far more economical to keep it on schedule than to 
slow down, although we wish to make clear that we support an economy program 
in Government. 

The Government has invested nearly $500 million in this huge undertaking. It 
is an investment that will be repaid and is not a gift. The project is reim- 
bursable. It seems only good business to make the much smaller investment 
needed and get all the land into production so it all can begin repaying as soon 
as possible. 

It would be false economy to slow down even for 1 year, Which an appropria- 
tion of only $8,600,000 would make necessary. Personnel has been disbursed 
over the project. Cotnractors are working in numerous areas. They would have 
to be concentrated and in cases dispensed with under that limited appropriation. 
Certainly to do that would be more costly in the long run than to keep them 
working now. And there would be the added benefit of getting the land into 
production earlier so that it can begin returning to the Government the money 
it has so wisely loaned. We urge a sufficient appropriation to keep this project 
on schedule. 

We are gratified for the opportunity to present our position on this appropria- 
tion to this committee. 


Mr. Watrer. We feel on the Columbia Basin project that we do 
not have sufficient money. We are asking that money be restored to 
keep this project, if possible, on the eens agreed to schedule. 
We respectfully request that not less than $4 million be added, but we 
wish to point out that even that amount will not enable us to maintain 
the previously adopted program. 

Now, with $4 million more, we can get almost twice as much land 
in production in 1956 as we can with the $8,600,000. 

We have progressed, we believe, on the Columbia Basin project to 
a point where our cause is proven. The land is in production. It 
has been for 2 years. The land has produced a good return, good 
crops. 

Our great danger out there with a reduced appropriation is not. 
only to the farm economy, but it is to the economy of the Columbia 
Basin project generally and to the whole State because we believe that 
the 9-year program, which was originally 7 years, caused those people 
to make investments which must be protected. 

The State of Washington, the private individuals and the local 
governments have invested $100 million. Those are actual figures 
that were compiled from building permits, retail sales and bond issues. 
Roads have been improved and built in these last few years. 

We do not believe it is possible to develop the Columbia Basin too 
rapidly because the demand for land is great. That is proven, and 
I believe clearly shown by the fact there are now 82 tracts being 
offered for sale by the Government. On these 82 tracts the filing 
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of applications closed today, but a week ago there were 3,500 applica- 
tions for these 82 tracts. The right to buy is determined by lottery 
on all Government land, and only veterans are permitted to purchase. 

There have been sold under that program 350 tracts in the past 2 
years. The veterans who can purchase are determined by lot. Of 
these 350 persons who endanee and were established on farms—and 
we have made a survey—there has not been a single failure among 
those people who ede Eta on the Government program. I do not 
mean to say or leave the impression there have not been failures. 
There pita, limited failures. There have been failures that were 
not due strictly to the land. 

We have built $9 million worth of roads. We have increased our 
school facilities from a total investment of $5,150,000 in 1947 to over 
$14 million now, and the planning on the schools, the building of the 
schools, the roads and private investments were made not solely to 
take care of the people who are there now, but the people believed that. 
oe orderly development would be followed and they invested for the 

ture. 

Now, if these small-business men there cannot reap this harvest of 
the new agricultural empire in an orderly plan, some will go broke. 
They have invested beyond what the area is sufficient to take care of 
at present. The income taxes in the Columbia Basin, within the 
boundaries of the basin in 1947, were $5,350,000. This year, 1953, 
they were $16,175,000. So we believe that we have proven the eco- 
nomic value of this project, and I think that Mr. Weber can show you 
conclusively that the agricultural stability is there. 

We benefit by it, but not only are we benefiting, but the whole 
Northwest and the whole Nation shares in this new wealth. 

From the information that we obtained from the railroads, it was 
shown our inshipments of products, manufactured goods from the 
East to the basin, have increased from 2,350 carloads in 1947 to 7,870 
in 1953. That is the first 11 months of 1953. So it is not only us who 
are benefiting from this project. 

Our retail sales have gone up 3 or 4 times. Our land values have 
increased in one county alone from $350,000 to over $1 million. So 
we believe the economics of this project have been proven. 

We believe it is necessary to keep this fairly well on schedule in 
order to protect those small-business men and protect the investment 
of the State in bonds. 

I believe that that concludes everything that I have to say. If there 
are any questions I would be glad to answer them. 

We urgently request that this appropriation be increased at least 
$4 million to keep us somewhere near the previously adopted schedule 
and to protect the economy of the small-business men in the under- 
taking and the individuals on the project. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Walter. I cannot think of any ques- 
tions, I think you gentlemen have covered it pretty thoroughly. It 
is a project that has been under construction, and the information 
that me come to this committee over a great many years has justified 
the appropriations that have been made. You gentlemen are now 
justifying the appropriations in the budget and also the proposed 
supplemental which I understand is on the way here. 

e thank you for the information. 
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Mr. Hormes. It gives me great pleasure to introduce to you Mr. 
J. A. Weber of Quincy, Wash., president of the Joint Board of 
Columbia Basin and a distinguished citizen of Quincy, Wash., and of 
the entire Columbia Basin area. : 

Mr. Jensen. We are glad to have you, Mr. Weber. 

Mr. Weser. Some day I hope to come here and not ask for any 
appropriation, just talk about Iowa or something like that. 

r. JENSEN. You do not have to be ashamed. 

Mr. Weser. I am not ashamed of it. I believe my cause is just. 

' Mr. Jensen. You have done a very fine work. You have given the 
committee a lot of good information. 

Mr. Weser. I believe you know, as well as I, that actually we are 
advancing to the point where we can see some real light and some 
real success on the Columbia Basin project. I personally want to ex- 
press my own appreciation. In the years that I have appeared before 

u, and when you have been out there, you have done a great job. 
‘want you to know that I feel that way sincerely. 

_ After 30 years in this struggle on the Columbia Basin, we finally 
had water in 1952 on a limited basis. In order to get this far our 
State and Federal Government have spent pretty close to $485 million. 
That is a lot of money. 

In 1952 we did have 66,000 acres which actually could receive some 
water. Of this 27,000 produced crops that have brought a gross in- 
come of about $171 per acre, which is reasonably good. However, 
understand that is gross and not net. 

In 1953 approximately 65,300 acres were cropped with a crop return 
of about $145 per acre. It was a little less than the year before. 
There are a number of reasons for that. 

In 1954 we estimate we should crop about 110,000 acres. 

Well, you might say—Is not that enough to keep you on schedule? 
Actually, it is not gentlemen. Several years ago, quite a number of 
farmers, the irrigation district directors and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion got into huddles quite often in policy committee meetings, you 
might call them, and tried to plan just what was the best move to 
make for the Columbia Basin project, in order to really make it an 
economic deal. From that evolved the 7-year plan, sometimes called 
the 10-year plan. Actually, it is a 7-year plan which was agreed to 
by the businessmen, the farmers and the Bureau and the county offi- 
cials as being the economic way to proceed. 

“You, of course, have figures and know about this, but I want you 
to know this plan was not just taken out of a hat. It was really 

ought about and considered. In doing so, the farmers today who 
are receiving water have actually committed themselves, besides the 
cost of operation and maintenance, to about $25 million in future 
investments. 

‘Sometimes a farmer will irrigate 40 to 80 acres through an open 
ditch. He hopes to put that in a concrete pipe. So actually the 
farmer really obligates himself in advance to what he plans to do. 
The item that does concern us is the overhead charge, which is about 

50,000 a year on operation and maintenance. Added to that, we 

y an average charge of $5.50 per acre, which cannot be borne by 
the very few acres that are irrigated now. 

In order to really continue on that economic plan which we set up 
and hoped for, it is necessary to keep that project around 40,000 to 
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_ 50,000 acres per year. That is the reason why we really and sincerely 
feel that an increase of a minimum of $4,000,000 is a justifiable request 
by every plan that we can show you. 

In order to become competent and good farmers, we are not going to 
be able to ship the produce we grow there back to Chicago or even to 
Seattle or Portland. We are going to be required to process some of 
it, whether it is dairy, sugar beets, or other plants. t refer particu- 
larly to sugar beets because in order to have a sugar beet processing 
plant a certain number of acres are required. We have an amalga- 
mated plant near Quincy that is scheduled to te built. A site has 
been purchased. They will certainly not build that plant there unless 
sufficient numbers of acres are actually irrigated so that they can 
foresee operating the plant in the future. 

The same thing is true with regard to pens A sige Several 
meetings have been held on the project by members of the dairy in- 
dustry who want to establish condensing plants and drying plants, and 
the question always comes up as to which comes first, the chicken or the 
egg. Should the dairy farmer be there first, or should the plant go in? 
The fact of the matter is we will have to arrive at a balance some place 
so we can have a plant and actually have assurance that the farmers 
will have the cows. 

I know that you understand the Columbia Basin picture almost as 
wellasI. I, asa farmer who has lived as a dryland farmer practically 
my whole life, expect to do some irrigating beginning this spring. If 
we do not get the $4,000,000 extra, I, as an individual, will not go broke. 
That is what I think. I do feel that a lot of farmers will certainly 
get hit to where it would take a number of years to recover. 


May I assure you it has been a pleasure to talk with you. I hope 
that you will consider our roast in a favorable light. 


Mr. Hotmes. On behalf of Mr. Crawford, secretary and manager 
of the Kennewick Irrigation District; Mr. Frank Lampson, a dis- 
tinguished member of the group here; Mr. George Zan, a commissioner 
of the Columbia Basin Commission ; Mr. Hubert Walter, secretary and 
manager of the Columbia Basin Commission; and Mr. J. A. Weber, 
president of joint boards of Columbia Basin. I want to thank you 
very much for the opportunity of these men appearing before you. I 
appreciate the courtesy that you have euteatea t to us all. 

r. JENSEN. Thank you, Mr. Holmes. 


Fray, Feervary 19, 1954. 
Hanover Buvurr Unrr 


WITNESS 
W. J. GORST, WORLAND, WYO. 


Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have you with us, Mr. Gorst. 

Mr. Gorst. I think that I want to say first that I am a farmer and 
livestock feeder. I have lived for 30 years in Big Horn Basin on 
land immediately adjoining the Hanover Irrigation District, which is 
concerned with this Hanover unit, and the Bluff unit. 
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I believe that you have had the plan reports of both the Hanover 
unit and the Bluff unit and those are now being covered by supple- 
mental recommendations of the Budget Bureau, one for $300,000 and 
the other for $150,000, That is all to the good. 

My purpose in being here is to back up some of the statements that 
Mr Moran made before this committee Monday, as one who has lived 
there a long time and knows the land and the development of the area. 

These are projects that will mean considerable toward the stabili- 
zation of the economy of that area. We have had a vast oil develop- 
ment and are having a considerable population growth, and the bring- 
ing in of these two units above the lands already in irrigation will 
also stabilize the possession and use of those lands that are along the 
canals where some owners have a little above and a little below exist- 

he lands that are to be brought in are classified lands that will be 
very productive. 

There is no question but what they will pay out in the term of 80 

ears. They could do it in less. That, in my opinion, is sufficiently 
Jone for a project of the sort. 

The landowners concerned in these 2 additional units have com- 
pleted signatures to a petition to the district court for the organization 
of the Highland Hanover Irrigation District, which will embody these 
lands, and that petition was signed by all landowners concerned ex- 
cept 2, who could: not be found. 


ou have already had submitted to your committee that particular 
petition, I believe; if not, it will be done. They were preparing 


copies of it which I should have had but do not. It is a project that 
has the universal approval there. When that is done, they will be 
ready to enter into any form of repayment contract that seems to be 
desirable. 

I believe, gentlemen, that is about all I want to present to you. I 
thought perhaps a little grassroots information from one who has 
spent that much time there would be of interest to you. I have no 
personal interest in this whatsoever as a landowner in the proposed new 
unit. I happen to be the owner of a farm adjoining the proposed 
Hanover unit and now under the present Hanover Canal. I am glad 
to see it happen. There is not an acre of the proposed new unit that 
affects me in any way. 

Mr. JenseN. We are glad to have the information that you have 
given us. You may be sure that the committee will take this project 
under consideration. As you know, the committee has always been 
quite liberal in appropriating money for good irrigation projects. 
We feel that they are worthy; that they will add to our economy in a 
most beneficial manner in the years to come. We are always glad to 
have men like you who come right from the soil and right from the 
area and who have lived on the proied, ive us firsthand information. 

Mr. Norretu. Mr. Chairman, before the committee adjourns I would 
like to make a statement at this point in the record. 


or Survey Report ON SOUTHWESTERN Power ADMINISTRATION 


You recall, I believe, on January 25, or some time near that date, 
we had several people here with regard to the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration, including the Assistant Secretary, Governor Aandahl. 
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We were told about a report that had been made to the Interior De- 
artment regarding the Southwestern Power Administration. I be- 
ieve they were called a survey team and were composed of Mr. Ray 

Martindale, Mr. Alexander J. Paull, and Mr. Arthur B. Dieregg. 

We questioned the Assistant Secretary about the report of the survey 

team. It was stated that the contents of the report were confidential 

but that the committee would within 2 or 3 weeks be informed regard- 
ing the contents of the report. 

owever, today I had lunch on the other side of the Capitol and 
coming through the corridor I met a press reporter from this area 
of our Nation. She had been supplied with copies of the report of the 
survey team dated January 8. Also, she had copies of the order issued 
by the Under Secretary, dated February 18, sustaining all recom- 
mendations of the survey team. She also gave me a copy of the in- 

formation release of the tuterior Department, also dated February 18. 

I think that this committee ought to be informed of what is going 
on in matters like this directly by the Department of the Interior and 
not have to get our information from the press reporters. I do not 
like to be pushed around. 

Mr. JENSEN. I take the position you take, which I think is com- 
letely justified. I hope that henceforth it will not be necessary to 
earn about what has been going on in the Department of the Interior 
from any other source than directly from the officials of that 

Department. 

Mr. Norrexx. I am not complaining because they did not notify me, 
but I do think that the committee ought to have the information 
before it goes to press. 

Mr. Jensen. The committee will stand adjourned. 


GENERATION AND TRANSMISSION oF Execrric Power 


Mr. Jensen. There will be inserted in the record at this point the 


statement of Mr. James G. Patton, president of the National Farmers 
Union. 


(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT or James G. PATron, PresIDENT, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION, To House 
APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE IN REGARD TO GENERATION AND TRANSMISSION 
oF ELEecTRIc PowER, FeBRuARY 22, 1954 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as president of the National 
Farmers Union, I wish to present the views of my organization in regard to 
the functions and duties of the United States Department of Interior and in 
regard to the generation and transmission of electric power as well as multi- 
purpose development of our great river valleys. 

I would like first to call the committee’s attention to two resolutions unani- 
mously adopted at the last convention of the Farmers Union. The resolutions 
which relate to rural electrification and river valley development are as follows: 

“Rural electrification—Farmers Union will support all feasible effort to bring 
low-cost electricity to family farms in quantities adequate to the needs. We 
support the appropriation of sufficient funds to Rural Electrification Administra- 
tion for this purpose. We shall continue to support the right of rural electrica- 
tion cooperatives to make their own decisions and be able to obtain loan funds 
to construct generating plants and transmission lines where needed to obtain 
access to low-cost power. We support present provisions for preference in the 
publicly generated energy to cooperatives, municipalities, and public agencies. To 
carry out this policy, we favor publicly owned transmission lines to deliver energy 
from the source to the load centers. We urge constant alertness against efforts 
of corporate interests to obtain control of rural electric cooperatives. 
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“River valley basin development.—We urge the creation of valley authorities, 
patterned after the Tennessee Valley Authority, in the major river valley basins 
of the Nation. Currently, we advocate creation of a Columbia Valley Admin- 
istration, and Arkansas Valley Authority and the Missouri Valley Authority. 
Others should follow. We urge immediate participation of the United States. 
in the St. Lawrence seaway project. We also urge immediate authorization 
and appropriation of funds for the construction of Hells Canyon Dam and related 
public power development. 

“Pending the establishment of a MVA, Congress should adopt plans for agri- 
cultural development of the different river valley systems. Previously adopted 
plans should then be integrated with the agricultural plans to provide for as near 
full development as is possible under present haphazard vlanning.” 

I would like to emphasize that estimates of future :equirements of electric 
power indicate that the present progr::m will fall faw short of actual needs. 
It is estimated that the demand for electricity will increase by 260 percent 
before 1975; from 380 billion kilowatt-hours in 1950 to something like 1,400 
billion in 1975. This expansion of electric-power capacity is absolutely neces- 
sary to assure the industrial and agricultural development that is necessary 
to sustain our growing population. 

Industrial expansion as is presently indicated by the spector of unemploy- 
ment which is beginning to cast a shadow over the Nation is essential to our 
prosperity. The building of new hydroelectric and steamplant facilities will 
furnish employment to hundreds of thousands of workers now unemployed and 
will indirectly add to the number of those employed in factories engaged in 
producing electric appliances. The building of electric power and transmission 
systems will also increase the income of farmers by making them more efficient. 
This will increase the standard of living of their families and indirectly contribute 
to the prosperity of workers in cities and towns. 

The building of new hydroelectric facilities and the expansion of old ones 
is also a necessity to national defense. It is not necessary to recount to this 
committee the role that electric power played during the last two wars—I am 
referring to World War II and the Korean episode. Electric power was used 
during this period in the manufacture of aluminum and other war materials 
ona huge scale. Electric power is now being used on a huge scale in the atomic 
bomb and atomic-energy program. If this Nation is to survive as a world 
power the production of electric power must go full steam ahead. 

It has been suggested that the private utilities desire to fulfill the electric 
power needs of the American people for agricultural, industrial and national 
defense purposes. The record of the private utilities does not sustain this 
view. Let me call to the cofmmittee’s attention what the leaders of the electric- 
power industry have been saying over the years: 

“July 24, 1935: ‘* * * There are very few farms requiring electricity for major 
farm operations that are now served.’—Letter to Morris L. Cooke, REA Admin- 
istrator, written by committee of utility executives, including Mr. Neff. 

“August 11, 1945: ‘There seems to be no necessity for additional allotments 
(to REA) at this time.—Memorandum presented to committee on electri¢ service 
for farmers. 

“October 17, 1945: ‘* * * The job of extending lines to farms and nonfarms 
will be practically over in 1948,’—Before a subcommittee of the House Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

“December 20, 1945: ‘The end of the big task of taking electric service to the 
great bulk of farms is now in sight.’—Article, Public Utilities Fortnightly. 

“June 5, 1946: ‘The big job of extending electric lines to the farms of this 
country will be about completed on December 31, 1948 * * * REA has plenty 
of money to carry on the above outlined construction program for the years 
1946, 1947, and 1948, even if the Senate does not grant them the $250 million 
included in the 1947 appropriation bill.—Inaugural address. 

“April 24, 1947: ‘It is our opinion that REA does not need any additional 
loan authorization by Congress to complete its job.—Before Subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Appropriations.” 

These quotations indicate that leaders of the electric private power industry 
have not only been blind to the great opportunity which lay ahead in energizing 
American farms but that they have never realized that the key to obtaining 
maximum returns from electric power consumers on a strictly profit basis lies 
in low electric power rates. Many years ago, Henry Ford had the vision of 
selling millions and millions of automobiles on a mass production basis priced 
within the reach of every working American. Unfortunately no such industrial 
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leader has ever appeared, to my knowledge, on the electric power horizon. The 
officials of electric power corporations are still singing their old theme song 
that they must have higher and higher rates—they are automatically attempting 
to destroy what little competition in the electric power field so that they can 
raise electric rates to the sky and create a scarcity situation. The Federal 
Government by loans to rural electric cooperatives, by the generation and trans- 
mission of cheap electric power has forced the electric power industry to succeed 
in spite of itself. 

Electrification of American agriculture, electrification of industry, directly 
and indirectly, by the Federal Government opened up a period of prosperity for 
the private utilities such as they had never even dreamed of. They are supply- 
ing, at the present time, more than 50 percent of power distributed by the rural 
electric cooperatives. They are supplying the greater part of all of the other 
power used in industry and American homes. Yet these potential markets were 
consistently ignored by the private electric power industry. 

It is suggested that there is a threat in the Federal power activities that would 
lead us toward complete Federal monopoly of power. This charge is ridiculous. 
Only 12 percent of all power is manufactured by the Federal Government. Less. 
than 6 percent of Federal power is used by the farmer-owned electric coopera- 
tives. It is evident that the Federal Government has a long, long way to go 
before it threatens the dominate position of private industry in this field. What 
the Federal Government has done, of course, is to provide a yardstick whereby 
farmers and other power users could obtain power at reasonable rates. 

It seems evident to us that some of those engaged in the electric power con- 
troversy are consciously or unconsciously acting as choreboys for the private 
utilities. They are attempting to weaken the preference clause which guarantees 
the right of farmers and other citizens who have first call on federally generated 
power. They have announced that a halt is to be called to new starts and that 
expansion of old facilities will be strictly limited. They have absolved them- 
selves of any responsibility for the distribution of electric power. They have 
attempted to redefine what the preference clause actually means, although it 
had been administered in the same way by both Republican and Democratic 
administrations over a long period of years. Finally, they have refused at 
least in our opinion to carry out the duties which are inherent in their offices. 
In our view, the Secretary of Interior and others who assist him are bound by 
a sacred duty to act in behalf of all the people. Public moneys are entrusted 
to their administration. Congress expects when it appropriates funds to have 
these funds administered in such a way that they redound to the public and not 
to private benefits. 

Yet despite the very obvious fact that a public official is bound if he does his 
duty to act in the public interest, certain officials in the Department of the 
Interior apparently have been working to further the interest of private groups. 
They have hampered and harassed our cooperatives with administrative inter- 
pretations of congressional statutes—they have departed from past practices by 
new criteria, new definitions, new standards. They have expressed a tender 
solicitude for private power companies, saying they will treat them as preference 
customers. They have sung private utilities theme song that rates must go up; 
they have indicated that they will substitute a revised yardstick for the old 
yardstick which kept rates down. They plan, it is felt in some quarters, tu 
raise Federal wholesale power rates up to a point where they will not interfere 
with high private power rates. : 

I call attention to several specific instances where the Department of Interior 
is not acting in the public interest. I suggest that the Congress could remedy 
this defect by adequate appropriations and directives. In the southeastern area, 
for example, the private power groups are refusing to allow the cooperatives to 
use federally generated power by withholding transmission lines. The Congress 
could easily remedy this situation by authorizing transmission lines which would 
bring the power from Clark Hill and other sites to the cooperatives. The cooper- 
atives do not have the financial resources to finance great dam sites and trans- 
mission lines. It seems to us that the responsibility of the Federal Government 
does not end at the dam. Having invested heavy amounts at the dam it is the 
responsibility of the Federal Government to bring the power to the people if 
private power groups do not do so. 

A comparable situation existed in the Southwest last year. Over the protest 
of the cooperatives, the Congress withdrew the continuing funds which made it 
possible for-rural electric cooperatives to exchange and integrate the power 
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supplies provided by farmer-owned generating and transmission cooperative 
with power produced by publicly owned hydroelectric dams. The arrangement 
whereby generating and transmission cooperatives contracted with the Southeast 
Power Administration in regard to the sale of power seems to us an excellent 
one. It stood to benefit over the years both electric power users and the United 
States Treasury. In the long run it would not cost the Government 1 penny. 

Congress implicity endorsed this arrangement. Relative heavy investments 
were made in steam plants and other facilities. By striking out the continuing 
fund the Congress has thrown several of these cooperatives into bankruptcy. Our 
understanding was that at least some members of the House went along with the 
deletion of the continuing fund because the private utilities had promised to work 
out an arrangement whereby the generating and transmission cooperatives 
would continue to serve the needs of rural electric co-op members. It is apparent 
at this time that the private utilities have reneged on their promise. It seems 
evident that the private utilities has always considered the cooperatives a threat 
to their existence and that anything they can do to harass or put them out of 
business, they will do. In a number of areas transmission lines must be built if 
power is economically used. Transmission lines must be built if the Government 
is to obtain a maximum return on its investments. Farmers in Minnesota are 
greatly in need of power which will soon be available from Federal projects. It 
seems nothing but sound business practice and good sense for the Congress to 
do whatever they can to bring this federally generated power to as many farmers 
as cheaply as possible. 

I do not intend to recount all of the instances where substantial appropria- 
tions are needed for the continuation of the Federal power program. It will 
suffice to say that the cooperatives are bursting their seams. They are running 
out of power. Their transmission and generating facilities are overburdened. 
They are confronted and the Nation as well is confronted by a tremendous short- 
age of electric power. We do not believe the private utilities will fill this gap. 
History has proven that they will not. We urge this committee therefore to 
appropriate ample funds for the many projects which have been outlined to 
the committee. Particularly, we urge the committee to approve funds for the 
building of transmission lines. 


Tuorspay, Frepruary 25, 1954. 


Natcnez Trace Parkway 


WITNESSES 


HON. THOMAS G. ABERNETHY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 

HON. JOHN BELL WILLIAMS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 

HON. ARTHUR WINSTEAD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 

HON. ROBERT E. JONES, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 


Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have before the committee at this 
time Congressman Williams, Congressman 
Winstead, and Congressman Robert Jones. They are interested in the 
Natchez Trace Parkway. 

Congressman Abernethy will present the case for the entire group of 
Congressmen which I just named. So, Mr. Abernethy, we will be 
glad to hear from you. 

Mr. Apernetuy. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, 
first I want to say that you certainly have been extraordinarily nice 
pane today in opening this hearing to us. We are certainly very grate- 

to you. 
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I do not want to take up the time of the members of the committee 
by going into the history of the Natchez Trace Parkway. You know 
all about it, lam sure. However, let me say that it is a 450-mile-long 

arkway, not a highway. As you well know, the National Park Sery- 
ice administers and supervises it and other parkways along with the 
general park system. 

We are very serious about our appearance today. We did not come 
just to make a record. We came for the purpose of bringing to you 
information about this project which we think will be worth while, 
and which we believe will result in a fair appropriation. 

This project is 20 years old. Congress enacted the authorizing leg- 
islation, and the Government as a result of the congressional action 
entered into a contract with the States in which this project is located 
to the effect that if the States would supply the right-of-way the Gov- 
ernment would proceed with the construction. The States have lived 
up to that agreement at a cost to them of several million dollars. 

The trace, although it has been authorized for 20 years, is only 17 
percent completed. 

I said something here last year that I said reluctantly, but I meant 
it. I think the trace has been treated, and I am not referring to you 
gentlemen, do not misunderstand me, as a stepchild of this Govern- 
ment. It has not received fair treatment, and I justify that statement 
with these facts: 

The Blue Ridge Parkway was created about the same time that the 
Natchez Trace Parkway was created, that is, the authorizing legisla- 
tion. The Blue Ridge Parkway is 70 percent completed today. 
Bear these figures in mind as I goalong. That part of the Blue Ridge 
Parkway which is known as Skyline Drive, 100 miles, is 100 percent 
complete. 

The Colonial Parkway, which was established after the trace, is 
40 percent completed. 

The Baltimore-Washington Parkway, which is a rather recent proj- 
ect, is 86 percent completed, and Suitland Parkway, another recently 
authorized project, is 40 percent complete. The trace, as I said a 
moment ago, is only 17 percent completed. 

On the basis of that, I stated last year, and I say again, that I do 
not think that this particular parkway has received fair treatment, 
certainly not comparable treatment, and you cannot determine fair 
treatment except by comparable cases, and I have cited comparable 

rojects. 
New, this project was moving along pretty well until World War IT 
when all such projects were discontinued, as they should have been. 
After World War II, in the year 1946, this Congress authorized for 
the fiscal year 1947, $4,400,000, which was a reasonably adequate 
appropriation, and they made progress under it. 

No money was authorized in the 1948 bill, and none in 1949. 

$1,900,000 was authorized in 1950, and $1,200,000 in 1951. 

In 1952 $800,000 was authorized, which then was $200,000 or $300,- 
000 over and above the budget recommended, and we were very grate- 
ful to you gentlemen for increasing it to that extent. 

In 1953, only $410,000 was authorized; in 1954 only $651,000 was 
authorized, and for next year, the Park Service recommends $100,000, 
or almost nothing at all. 
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They might as well have cut it out entirely. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Right there, Mr. Abernethy, would $100,000 maintain 
and protect the present grades on the trace? 

Mr. AperNetuy. Certainly not. I have a point to make on that in 
just a minute, Mr. Chairman. I do not want to belabor you with it, 
and I will get to it in a minute. 

Mr. Witt1aMs. Let me interrupt for just a minute on something 

ou have not yet mentioned, Mr. Abernethy. May I break in, Mr. 
hairman? 

Mr. JENsEN. Certainly. 

Mr. WittiaMs. Mr. Rhetsatte will present to you later a com- 
panies of the several parkways now under construction: that is, the 

lue Ridge Parkway, the Natchez Trace Parkway, the Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal Parkway, the Foothills Parkway and the others 
under construction. Since we entered the committee room, I have 
made a hurried comparison, based on those figures, of the cost of 
construction of the Natchez Trace and the Blue Ridge Parkway, 
which I think will illustrate a significant point. 

The Blue Ridge Parkway, as you know, runs through a very moun- 
tainous section of North Carolina and Virginia, I believe. 

Mr. Apernetuy. Yes. 

Mr. Wituiams. And it would appear, obviously, to be a very expen- 
sive road to build. 

The Natchez Trace Parkway by contrast, runs through flat lands 
in Mississippi. Therefore, I do not think an at problems would 
be encountered in connection with building the Natchez Trace Park- 
way which would make it more expensive to build than any other. I 
have been on both of them, and the same type of paving is used on 
both parkways. 

In the case of the Blue Ridge Parkway, which is almost complete, 
the Government went ahead and appropriated the necessary funds 
to build it about as fast as it reasonably could. 

In the case of the Natchez Trace Parkway, it has been hanging 
fire for some 14 or 15 years, receiving only token appropriations. 

The Blue Ridge Parkway now has the paving complete or under 
contract on 325.8 miles, according to the Park Service. 

The funds available to date to do that work amount to $37,193,460. 

Using simple arithmetic, dividing 325.8 miles into the figure of 
$37,193,460, the amount that they have had available it indicates a 
cost of about $115,000 per mile for building the Blue Ridge Parkway. 

Taking the same figures and comparing them to the Natchez Trace 
Parkway, the paving complete or under contract on the Natchez Trace 
Parkway is 63.5 miles at a cost of $17,286,390. 

That indicates that it is costing some $270,000 a mile to build the 
Natchez Trace Parkway, by comparison with the cost of $115,000 per 
mile to build the Blue Ridge Parkway, which runs through the 
mountains. 


INCREASED COST DUE TO DELAY IN CONSTRUCTION 


I am sure that most of the increased cost per mile which we have 
encountered in connection with the Natchez Trace Parkway is due 
to the fact that Congress has not gone ahead and voted sufficient funds 
with which to complete that construction. I think that, in itself, 
proves it is false economy to dillydally with projects of this type. 
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Thank you for permitting me to interrupt you, Mr. Abernethy. 

Mr. Apernetuy. That is true because they proceeded with construc- 
‘tion with dispatch prior to World War IT on the Blue Ridge Parkway 
and held construction on the Natchez Trace Parkway to a minimum 
although the Natchez Trace Parkway and the Blue Ridge Parkway 
were authorized at about the same time. 

Mr. Witu1aMs. I think that shows the economy in going ahead 
— we these parkways rather than allowing them to drag on 
endlessly. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Anernetuy. Answering your particular question, Mr. Chair- 
man, last. year we brought to the attention of this committee the fact 
that there are some ninety-odd miles of the Natchez Trace Parkway 
ready for surfacing. 

Mr. Jensen... How many miles? 

Mr. Apernetuy. Ninety-five miles to be exact, and I told this com- 
mittee then of the rains, the winds, and so forth, which were blowing 
and washing the dirt work away. 

The facts are that the $100,000 recommended for this year for the 
Natchez Trace Parkway will be used in trying to keep the present 
roadbed in shape—a waste of money. 

Here [indicating] are some pictures of the improved portions. I 
just want you to see them. I just want you to know what is going 
on down there. Most of that mileage was actually constructed prior 
to World War IT, and it is sitting down there in the woods in the rain, 
and is just gradually eroding away. They have to come back every 
few months and pull it back together to keep it in shape. It is an 
absolute waste of money. 

There are 34 miles of this road work which is nothing but dirt work. 
There are 61 miles which they are trying to preserve with gravel. It 
will take every dime of this $100,000 just to keep the roadbed from 
washing away. If they have spent $100,000 a year since 1942 just to 
keep it from washing away, then they have spent between $1 million 
and $2 million to maintain that dirt roadway which could have been 
spent in 1 year for paving. 

If the Park Service had had the money to surface the parkway and 
they had not used the cag the Congress of the United States would 
have been on their necks for doing a poor job and wasting money. 
As it is, we are the ones guilty of waste by not appropriating sufficient 
money. 

All we are asking you to do at this time is to give us enough money 
to finish up what they have ready for finishing, and if possible give 
us a reasonable amount to start planning for future years as it takes 
2 or 3 years to make plans and let contracts. 

They have 23,300 acres of land under their supervision down there 
now. They are maintaining foresters, rangers, and workshops; they 
have road equipment in the shops and they have their usual and cus- 
tomary office personnel, everything but a parkway. 

Much of the land they own is in timber. They cannot get into it 
in case of fire. You can imagine the difficulty of doing so with 233 
miles of the right-of-way and no parkway in or roadway to get to it. 
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NEEDS OF PARK SERVICE 


This may be startling to this committee, but the Park Service needs 
today by virtue of the short appropriations they have had in past 
years, $8,241,000 right now. a 

I realize it is up to you to give them what you can but this is what 
they need. Actually, they are getting only $100,000, if they get that. 
That is all that the budget has recommended. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Asernetuy. I would like to particularly point this out to you. 

This part of the Trace, coming down from Jackson to Kosciusko 
is finished. 

Now, here is 30-some mile of our highway which was built before 
World War IT, which is lying out in the woods, and you cannot travel 
over it as it is not surfaced. You cannot get on the highway except 
from here. The Park Service would like to have enough money to 
at least finish this work up to Highway No. 82, and to surface this strip 
in here [| indicating on map] so that they may at least have a single unit 
and usable portion from the town of Mathiston which is here [indicat- 
ing] down to near Jackson. 

r. JENSEN. How many miles are there in this area [indicating] ? 

Mr. Apernetuy. There are about 34 miles in there. 

Mr. Fenton. It is all graded, is it not? 

Mr. AnerNetHy. Yes, it has been graded since before World War IT. 

You may want to know what that would cost, and the Park Service 
says that it would cost $2,477,000 to do the rest of the dirt work, and 
$1,088,000 to pave it. That makes sense to finish that much of the 


road. It makes a sense to finish it, and it ought to be finished. 


(Discussion off the record.) 

Here is what the justifications say on the Natchez Trace Parkway : 

A survey to determine the route of this parkway was authorized by the act 
of May 21, 1934, and construction was started with funds allocated from the 
Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935. When completed, the parkway 
will extend for a distance of about 450 miles from Nashville, Tenn., to Natchez, 
Miss. About 64 miles have been paved, and an additional 34 miles, now graded, 
are scheduled to be placed under contract for paving early in 1954. This will 
leave another 65 miles which have been graded, including 6.5 miles under con- 
struction. 

Now, what I cannot understand is how they can say this when they 
have only $100,000 in this bill: 

About 64 miles have been paved, and an additional 34 miles, now graded, are 
scheduled to be placed under contract for paving early in 1954. 

That is in the money we appropriated last year, but we only appro- 
priated $651,000 last year. 

Mr. Apernetuy. That is right. 

Mr. JeNnsEN. Did they have considerable carryover ? 

Mr. Asernetuy. The $4 million and the other items I mentioned, 
$1,900,000, and $1,200,000, they have been bringing forward from year 
to year, Mr. Chairman. Some of it has been brought forward. It 
was given for preparing plans and specifications, letting contracts, and 
so forth. It automatically came forward. Some of it had to come 
forward. 

Mr. Jensen. Is this the 34 miles you spoke of ? 
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Mr. Apernetuy. I think the 34 miles they speak of there is in 
Alabama. 


The 34-mile unit from Alabama Highway No. 2 northeasterly to U. 8. Highway 
No. 64 in Tennessee is scheduled for paving in 1954. 

Mr. Jones. Most of that is in Tennessee. 

Mr. Apernetuy. The money that was appropriated last year evi- 
dently is to be applied to that particular portion that is ready for 
paving up there in your section Mr. Jones, but they will not have 
anything for 1955 if we do not get an appropriation now. 

r. JENSEN. This $100,000 will not even give them enough money 
in 1955 to maintain the dirt graded part. 

Mr. Azernerny. It is for erosion control that is all. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. AperneTuy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee. 
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